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AGENDA TITLE: Public Hearing to Consider Adopting Resolution Updating Development Impact Fees for 
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Land Use Categories 

RESIDENTIAL, 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERCIAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

INDUSTRIAL 
i g h t  Industrial 
ieavy Industrial 

TABLE 2.2 (See Note  I) 
Summary of January 1,2001 Development  Impact Fees 

All Services 
(per acre) 

Water 

$ 3,918 
$ 7,679 
$ 13,673 

$ 3,918 
$ 7,679 
$ 13,673 

$ 2,507 
$ 2,507 
c 

$ 1,019 
$ 1,019 

Sewer 

$ 501 
$ 983 
$ 1,750 

$ 501 
$ 983 
$ 1,750 

$ 471 
$ 471 

$ 211 
$ 211 

Storm 
Drainage 

$ 11,276 
$ I 1,276 
$ 11,276 

$ 11,276 
$ 11,276 
$ 11,276 

$ 14,997 
$ 14,997 

$ 14,997 
$ 14,997 

Streets 
& Roads 

$ 7,874 
$ 15,434 
$ 24,017 

$ 7,874 
$ 15,434 
$ 24,017 

$ 16,379 
6 25,749 

6 15,749 
§ 10,000 

Police 

$ 1,540 
$ 2,727 
$ 7,271 

$ 1,540 
$ 2,727 
$ 7,271 

$ 6,347 
$ 5,730 

$ 462 
$ 293 

Fire 

$ 1,505 
$ 2,950 
$ 6,502 

$ 1,505 
$ 2,950 
$ 6,502 

$ 4,049 
$ 3,703 

$ 963 
$ 918 

Parks 
& Rec 

$ 19,329 
$ 27,640 
$ 54,120 

$ 19,329 
$ 27,640 
$ 54,120 

$ 6,185 
$ 10,438 

$ 4,446 
6 6,378 

General 

$ 6,221 
$ 8,897 
$ 17,420 

$ 6,221 
$ 8,897 
$ 17,420 

$ 5,537 
$ 9,519 

$ 3,982 
$ 5,786 

Total 

$ 52,165 
$ 77,585 
$136,029 

$ 52,165 
$ 77,585 
$136,029 

$ 56,472 
$ 73,114 

$ 41,828 
$ 39,602 

Note 1: Table 2.1, "Summary of June 30, I999 Development Impact Fees All Services," has been updated based upon the construction cost 
indexes below. 

ENR Adjustment 
July 1999 ENR Cost Index 
January 2001 ENR Cost Index 

6076 
6281 



Title 15 BUILDINGS AND CONSTRUCTION 
Chapter 15.64 DEVELOPMENT IMPACT MITIGATION FEES 

15.64.040 Payment of fees. 

A. The property owner of any development project causing impacts to public facilities 
shall pay the appropriate development mitigation fee as provided in this chapter. The 
amount shall be calculated in accordance with this chapter and the program fee per 
residential acre equivalent as established by council resolution. 

B. When such payment is required by this chapter, no final subdivision map, building 
permit or grading permit shall be approved for property within the city unless the 
development impact mitigation fees for that property are paid or guaranteed as provided 
in this chapter. 

C. The fees shall be paid before the approval of a final subdivision map, building permit 
or grading permit, whichever occurs first except as provided in subsection E of this 
section. 

D. If a final subdivision map has been issued before the effective date of the ordinance 
codified in this chapter, then the fees shall be paid before the issuance of a building 
permit or grading permit, whichever comes first except as exempted under Section 
15.64.1 10 of this chapter. 

E. Where the development project includes the installation of public improvements, the 
payment of fees 
&e~~ab~i~ke~'b% Cia; 
collected prior to acceptance of the public improvements by the city council. Payment of 
all deferred fees shall be guaranteed by the owner prior to deferral. Such guarantee shall 
consist of a surety bond, instrument of credit, cash or other guarantee approved by the 
city attorney. (Ord. 1526 § 2, 1991; Ord. 1518 3 1 (part), 1991) 

D n r  . .  . 
r-, r,rn nqr 

. .  

15.64 040 Payment of fees. 



15.64.050 Adoption of study, capital improvement program and fees. 

A. The city council adopts the City of Lodi Development Fee Study dated August, 1991 
and establishes a future capital improvement program consisting of projects shown in 
said study. The city council shall review that study annually, or more often if it deems it 
appropriate, and may amend it by resolution at its discretion. 

B. The city council shall include in the city's annual capital improvement program 
appropriations from the development impact fee funds for appropriate projects. 

C. Except for facilities approved by the public works director for construction by a 
property owner under Section 15.64.080 or as shown in the annual capital improvement 
program, all facilities shall be constructed in accordance with the schedule established in 
the development impact fee study. 

D. The program fee per residential area equivalent (RAE) shall be adopted by resolution 
and shall be 

. .  

The annual adjustment shall chanqe the proqram fee by the same January 1. 
percentaqe as the annual chanqe in the Enqineerinq News Record 20 Cities 
Construction Cost Index.(Ord. 1518 § 1 (part), 1991) 
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SECTION 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The City of Lodi adopted the “Final Study, City of Lodi Development Impact Fee Study,” 
prepared by Nolte and Associates and Angus McDonald Associates, in 1991. See Table 
1 . I  for a summary of the 1991 impact fees. The “Nolte Study,” as it will be referred to in 
this report, established development impact fees pursuant to the requirements of AB 
1600 (Government Code Section 66000 et. sec.) as a means to provide a 
comprehensive financing plan for various public infrastructure and facilities required to 
implement the City’s General Plan. In 1993, the impact fees were adjusted (Resolution 
No. 93-26). See Table 1.2 for a summary of the 1993 impact fees. Although the fees 
were adjusted in 1993, the project cost estimates have not been updated since 1991. 
The impact fees have not been revised since 1993. 

Purpose of this Study 

The objective of this study is to update the development impact fee program presented 
in the Nolte Study to January 1, 2001, based upon methodology explained later in this 
report. The fees collected have been and will be used to finance the design, 
construction and inspection of Streets and Roads, Water, Sewer, Storm Drainage, Parks 
and Recreation, Police, Fire, and General City Facilities. Fees are imposed in such a 
manner that new development bears its related, fair-share costs of providing adequate 
infrastructure for the City. 

Planning Period 

The Nolte Study of 1991 used a planning horizon of 20 years (April 1987 to 2007), which 
waslis consistent with the City’s approved General Plan. For the purposes of this fee 
update, the planning horizon has not been changed. However, based upon lower than 
anticipated growth rates, plus minimal General Plan Amendments since 1991, the 
effective period of the General Plan and this fee program is’ beyond 2007. 

Basis of Costs 

The 1991 Nolte Study based projected capital expenditure costs on estimates obtained 
from contractors, suppliers and similar projects, utilizing 1990 dollars. This study 
updates costs for capital projects by using 1999 updated unit costs based upon bid tabs, 
related projects, recent construction cost estimates, the ENR construction index, and/or 
information provided by City staff. Project Detail Sheets contain information on each 
project including projects referenced in the Nolte and new projects identified by the City. 
The 1993 impact fee adjustment did not include any update of the project cost estimates. 
Therefore, this study updates project costs from the original 1991 Nolte Study, which 
utilized 1990 dollar cost estimates. 

The primary basis of this report is based on project cost information through June 30, 
1999. The project cost estimates are based on 1999 dollars and the fund balances in 
each infrastructure fund provided by the City are as of June 30, 1999. The impact fees 
have been updated with an ENR construction cost index to provide impact fees as of 
January 1, 2001, as described in Section 2, “Summary of Updated Fees”. 
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CompletedlPartially Completed Projects 

As part of the fee update it was important to identify those projects referenced in the 
Nolte Study which have been completed or portions of projects completed utilizing 
development impact fees collected since 1991. In particular, projects partially completed 
and projects not yet started form the basis for the projected capital costs that become 
part of the formulalequation for determination of the updated development fees. 

Development ForecastlRemaining Acreage for Development 

The Nolte Study provided a forecast of the timing and rate at which the City was 
projected to develop. This information was consistent with the City’s General Plan and 
Growth Management Ordinance. This information is necessary in order to calculate a 
valid development impact fee in that it serves two purposes: 

0 It provides the basis for determining when required infrastructure must be completed 
to maintain the standard level of service 

It assists in forecasting cash flow. Development in any one year determines the 
amount of impact fee dollars available to fund eligible projects. 

This report updates the development forecast and shows the extent of development 
which has occurred by reflecting the amount of acreage (identified by each land use 
designation) remaining to be developed. This, in effect, represents a forecast of future 
development based upon current expectations. See Exhibit “A.” 

Residential Acre Equivalents 

The common denominator used for applying development impact fees to property is 
Residential Acre Equivalents (RAE’S) that would be developed within each land use 
designation for each category of public improvement. An RAE measures the amount of 
uselburden a particular land use places on a category of public improvements relative to 
the uselburden placed on those improvements by an acre of low density single family 
dwellings. This study utilizes the same RAE factors used in the Nolte Study (with the 
exception of the change in commercial categories adjusted in 1992), and these are 
shown on Exhibit “6”. 

Development Impact Fee FormulalMethodology 

The philosophy of the City’s development impact fee program is to annually adjust fees 
so that the program is a ”pay-as-you-go” system. The cash (fund) balances in each of 
the fee categories (called IMF funds) is recorded and tracked separately. At the end of 
the program, the balance in each of the eight (8) IMF funds should be zero. Short term 
transfers or loans between funds may be required as long as the fund balance in the 
overall fund remains positive. 

Development impact fees have been updated to reflect actual costs incurred, refinement 
in scope of projects, additions of projects and inflation. The formula used to determine 
the required fee needed to pay for these adjusted costs is calculated as follows: 
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Total project cost (proposedlremaining projects) 
-Less IMF Fund Balance 
=Remaining fees required 

The new fee per RAE for each public improvement category is then determined by 
dividing the remaining fees required by the remaining RAE’S within each land use 
category. 

Existing Deficiencies 

In accordance with AB 1600, projects earmarked to correct existing deficiencies in any 
infrastructure system or facility are not eligible for use of development impact fees. 
Therefore, such projects are not included in this study. 

AB 1600 Requirements & Findings 

A6 1600 Findings must be made with respect to the projects included in the fee update 
and a determination has to be made that there is a reasonable relationship between the 
requirement for the projects and the development as well as the amount and use of the 
fees. 

Those projects included in the Nolte Study which have either not been initiated or are 
partially complete have met the requirements of AB 1600 via inclusion of appropriate 
findings in that report. A6 1600 requires that the City make findings with regard to any 
unexpended or uncommitted fees held five or more years after deposit. Projects that 
have been added since that date, and projects that have been substantially modified, 
have been reviewed with City staff prior to inclusion in this report to determine 
compliance with AB 1600. This evaluation has disclosed the following findings: 

There is a reasonable relationship between the requirement for the particular 
infrastructure impact fee and the new development proposed in the City. The 
required fee is necessary to provide facilities to serve the residential and commercial 
development in accordance with the City’s General Plan. 

0 The fees collected are used to acquire land and to design, manage and construct 
improvements to serve property in the City attributed to new (not existing) 
development. 

0 All development creates demand on the City system of infrastructure. The type of 
development proposed in the City (primarily low-density residential, commercial and 
industrial) creates the need for types of infrastructure envisioned in this study. 
Therefore, fees are collected to acquire land and to design, manage and construct 
these facilities to accommodate the growth without negative impact on existing uses. 

0 There is a reasonable relationship between the need for the proposed infrastructure 
and the type of development. Increases in the growth of residential, commercial and 
industrial land uses increases the need for more or expanded infrastructure/facilities. 
Thus, the establishment of fees to pay for the increased infrastructure capacity 
related to new development. 

0 There exists a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of 
the proposed new infrastructure projects. See the above-referenced formula for 
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updating the fees. The amount of the fees for each type of infrastructure is adjusted, 
and should be adjusted annually, until all infrastructure required is built. When these 
are completed, the fund balance(s) will be zero. 
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Land Use Categories 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 
East Side Residential 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERCIAL 
Neighborhood Commercial 
General Commercial 
Downtown Commercial 
Office Commercial 

INDUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

Water 

$ 5,710 
$ 11,190 
$ 19,930 
$ 5,710 

$ 5,710 
$ 11,190 
$ 19,930 

$ 3,650 
$ 3,650 
$ 3,650 
$ 3,650 

$ 1,480 
$ 1,480 

TABLE 1.1 
SUMMARY OF I991 DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

ALL SERVICES 
(PER ACRE) 

Sewer 

$ 1,090 
$ 2,140 
$ 3,800 
$ 1,090 

$ 1,090 
$ 2,140 
$ 3,800 

$ 1,020 
$ 1,020 
$ 1,020 
$ 1,020 

$ 460 
$ 460 

Storm 
Drainage 

$ 7,910 
$ 7,910 
$ 7,910 
$ 7,910 

$ 7,910 
$ 7,910 
$ 7,910 

$ 10,520 
$ 10,520 
$ 10,520 
$ 10,520 

$ 10,520 
$ 10,520 

Streets 
& Roads 

$ 5,470 
$ 10,720 
$ 16,680 
$ 5,470 

$ 5,470 
$ 10,720 
$ 16,680 

$ 10,390 
$ 20,900 
$ 10,390 
$ 17,890 

$ 10,940 
$ 6,950 

Police 

$ 1,110 
$ 1,960 
$ 5,240 
$ 1,210 

$ 1,110 
$ 1,960 
$ 5,240 

$ 4,750 
$ 2,870 
$ 4,750 
$ 4,130 

$ 330 
$ 210 

Fire 

$ 520 

$ 2,250 
$ 570 

$ 1,020 

$ 520 
$ 1,020 
$ 2,250 

$ 1,440 
$ 1,000 
$ 1,440 
$ 1,280 

$ 330 
$ 320 

Parks 
& Rec 

$ 11,980 
$ 17,130 
$ 33,540 
$ 13,180 

$ 11,980 
$ 17,130 
$ 33,540 

$ 3,830 
$ 3,830 
$ 3,830 
$ 6,470 

$ 2,760 
$ 3,950 

General 

$ 6,380 
$ 9,120 
$17,860 
$ 7,020 

$ 6,380 
$ 9,120 
$17,860 

$ 5,680 
$ 5,680 
$ 5,680 
$ 9,760 

$ 4,080 
$ 5,930 

Total 

$ 40,170 
$ 61,190 
$ 107,210 
$ 42,160 

$ 40,170 
$ 61,190 
$107,210 

$ 41,280 
$ 49,470 
$ 41,280 
$ 54,720 

$ 30,900 
$ 29,820 

Source: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates 



I 
Land Use Categories 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 
East Side Residential 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERCIAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

IN DU STRlAL 
Light Industrial 
H eavv Industrial 

Water 

$ 5,690 
$ 11,150 
$ 19,860 
$ 5,690 

$ 5,690 
$ 11,150 
$ 19,860 

$ 3,640 
$ 3,640 

$ 1,480 
$ 1,480 

TABLE 1.2 
SUMMARY OF 1993 DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

ALL SERVICES 
(PER ACRE) 

Sewer 

$ 1,060 
$ 2,080 
$ 3,700 
$ 1,060 

$ 1,060 
$ 2,080 
$ 3,700 

$ 1,000 
$ 1,000 

$ 450 
$ 450 

Storm 
Drainage 

$ 7,630 
$ 7,630 
$ 7,630 
$ 7,630 

$ 7,630 
$ 7,630 
$ 7,630 

$ 10,150 
$ 10,150 

$ 10,150 
$ 10,150 

Streets 
& Roads 

$ 5,440 
$ 10,660 
$ 16,590 
$ 5,440 

$ 5,440 
$ 10,660 
$ 16,590 

$ 11,320 
$ 17,790 

$ 10,880 
$ 6,910 

Police 

$ 1,130 
$ 2,000 
$ 5,330 
$ 1,230 

$ 1,130 

$ 5,330 
$ 2,000 

$ 4,660 
$ 4,200 

$ 340 
$ 210 

Fire 

$ 540 
$ 1,060 
$ 2,330 
$ 590 

$ 540 
$ 1,060 
$ 2,330 

$ 1,450 
$ 1,330 

$ 350 
$ 330 

Parks 
& Rec 

$ 11,830 
$ 16,920 
$ 33,120 
$ 13,010 

$ 11,830 
$ 16,920 
$ 33,120 

$ 3,790 
$ 6,390 

$ 2,720 
$ 3,900 

General 

$ 6,830 
$ 9,770 

$ 7,510 
$19,120 

$ 6,830 
$ 9,770 
$19,120 

$ 6,080 
$10,450 

$ 4,370 
$ 6,350 

Total 

$ 40,150 
$ 61,270 
$107,680 
$ 42,160 

$ 40,150 
$ 61,270 
$107,680 

$ 42,090 
$ 54,950 

$ 30,740 
$ 29,780 

Source: LMC Chapter 15.64 and Resolution 93-26 



SECTION 2 

SUMMARY OF UPDATED FEES 

The summary of updated development impact fees is shown in Table Z.l(for June 30, 
1999 fees) and Table 2.2 (for January 1, 2001 fees). Exhibit “6,” entitled “Summary of 
Development Impact FeeslAlI ServicedJune 30, 1999” provides more detail. Table 2.1 
and Exhibit “6” delineate the updated fees for June 30, 1999 for each of the eight (8) 
improvement categories as well as for each land use designation. In addition, a “total 
fee” is shown for each land use designation. The methodology used is described in 
Section 1 and the calculations for fees for each of the improvement categories are 
reflected in Sections 3 through 10 of this report. 

Table 2.2, “Summary of January 1, 2001 Development Impact Fees” are the current 
impact fees being adopted. They are based on an ENR Construction Index adjustment 
to Table 2.1, “Summary of June 30, 1999 Development Impact Fees”. The ENR factors 
used are 6076 for June 30, 1999 and 6281 for January 1, 2001, an increase of 
approximately 3.4% from June 1999 to January 2001. 

Using low density residential land use as the baseline with a RAE of 1 .OO, the fees have 
increased from $40,150 per acre to $52,180 per acre. This is an increase of 30%. It 
should be noted that the ENR Construction Cost Index has increased about 34% from 
June 1990 to January 2001. See Tables 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2 for a detailed comparison 
of the initial development impact fees and the updated fees. Assuming a density of 5 
units per acre, the fee equates to $10,436 per single family low density unit. Other 
increases applicable to the different land use categories vary based upon their particular 
RAE factor and/or estimated project cost. While this appears to be a substantial 
increase in development fees, it should be kept in mind that, with the exception of a very 
minor increase in 1993, annual adjustments have not been made over time. This fee 
update essentially covers a period of nine (9) fiscal years from FY91-92 to FY99-00, and 
incorporates appropriate inflation of costs over that time frame. 

Sections 3 through 10 of this study address the individual categories of impact fees, 
reflect those updated costs and phasing for projects, and provide the methodology and 
calculations for arriving at updated fees. 
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Land Use Cate ories I==+- Water 

$3,790 
$7,428 

$1 3,227 

$3,790 
$7,428 

$1 3,227 

$2,425 
$2,425 

$985 
$985 

Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

PI ANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERClAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

INDUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

Storm 
Sewer Drainage 

$499 $10,908 
$978 $10,908 

$1,742 $1 0,908 

$499 $10,908 
$978 $10,908 

$1,742 $1 0,908 

$469 $14,508 
$469 $14,508 

$210 $14,508 
$210 $14,508 

TABLE 2.1 
SUMMARY OF June 30,1999 DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

ALL SERVICES 
(PER ACRE) 

Streets 
& Roads 

$7,617 
$14,930 
$23,233 

$7,617 
$14,930 
$23,233 

$1 5,844 
$24,909 

$1 5,235 
$9,674 

Police Fire 

$1,490 $1,456 
$2,638 $2,854 
$7,033 $6,290 

$1,490 $1,456 
$2,638 $2,854 
$7,033 $6,290 

$6,139 $3,917 
$5,543 $3,582 

$447 $932 
$283 $888 

$18,698 
$26,738 
$52,354 

$1 8,698 
$26,738 
$52,354 

$5,983 
$10,097 

$4,301 
$6,170 

$6,018 
$8,606 

$16,851 

$6,018 
$8,606 

$16,851 

$5,356 
$9,208 

$3,852 
$5,597 

Total 

$ 50,477 
$ 75,080 
$ 131,639 

$ 50,477 
$ 75,080 
$ 131,639 

$ 54,642 
$ 70,741 

$ 40,469 
$ 38,315 
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Land Use Cateaories 

RESlDENTlAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERClAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

LNDUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

TABLE 2.2 (See Note I) 
Summary of January 1,2001 Development Impact Fees 

All Services 
(per acre) 

Water 

$ 3,918 
$ 7,679 
$ 13,673 

$ 3,918 
$ 7,679 
$ 13,673 

$ 2,507 
$ 2,507 

$ 1,019 
$ 1,019 

Sewer 

$ 516 

$ 1,801 
$ 1,011 

$ 516 
$ 1,011 
$ 1,801 

$ 485 
$ 485 

$ 217 
$ 217 

Storm 
Drainage 

$ 11,276 
$ 11,276 
$ 11,276 

$ 11,276 
$ 11,276 
$ 11,276 

$ 14,997 
$ 14,997 

$ 14,997 
$ 14,997 

Streets 
& Roads 

$ 7,874 
$ 15,434 
$ 24,017 

$ 7,874 
$ 15,434 
$ 24,017 

$ 16,379 
$ 25,749 

$ 15,749 
$ 10,000 

Police 

$ 1,540 
$ 2,727 
$ 7,271 

$ 1,540 
$ 2,727 
$ 7,271 

$ 6,347 
$ 5,730 

$ 462 
$ 293 

Fire 

$ 1,505 
$ 2,950 
$ 6,502 

$ 1,505 
$ 2,950 
$ 6,502 

$ 4,049 
$ 3,703 

$ 963 
$ 918 

Parks 
& Rec 

$ 19,329 
$ 27,640 
$ 54,120 

$ 19,329 
$ 27,640 
$ 54,120 

$ 6,185 
$ 10,438 

$ 4,446 
$ 6,378 

Genera I 

$ 6,221 
$ 8,897 
$ 17,420 

$ 6,221 
$ 8,897 
$ 17,420 

$ 5,537 
$ 9,519 

$ 3,982 
$ 5,786 

Total 

$ 52,180 
$ 77,613 
$136,080 

$ 52,180 
$ 77,613 
$136,080 

$ 56,486 
$ 73,128 

$ 41,834 
$ 39,608 

Note 1 : Table 2.1, "Summary of June 30, 1999 Development Impact Fees All Services," has been updated based upon the construction cost 
indexes below. 

ENR Adjustment 
July 1999 ENR Cost Index 
January 2001 ENR Cost Index 

6076 
6281 



SECTION 3 

WATER SERVICE 

Overview 

Water service to Lodi residents is provided by the City. Major components of the water 
system include wells, distribution pipes, and water storage tanks. The following section 
describes the City’s water policies as they relate to development impact fees, the 
methodology for calculating the updated fee, phasing and costs for water facilities to be 
funded by impact fees and the recommended fees for each land use (by land use 
designation) benefiting from the water projects. 

Water Policies 

The City’s “Water Main Extension Policy” provides that applicants are reimbursed a 
portion of the construction cost of oversized mains and major crossings. For oversized 
mains, this policy applies to water mains larger than 8 inches in diameter. However, for 
major crossings, the City reimburses one half the cost of construction. Major crossings 
are identified in Ordinance 1527. 

Included in the cost calculations for the Nolte Study and this fee update are costs 
associated with “New Development Share of Existing Facilities”. In the case of Water 
Facilities, future development is responsible for a residual share of 20 percent of the 
1999 adjusted cost for the elevated storage tank project. The resulting dollar amount of 
construction cost is allocated to future development and becomes part of the total project 
costs upon which updated fees are based. 

Project Summaries and Estimated Costs 

Exhibit “C” is a summary of the water projects and estimated costs for which updated 
fees are established. As mentioned earlier, estimated costs are based upon suggested 
unit costs, or the ENR construction index, which have been reviewed and approved by 
City staff. 

Relationship of Water Projects to New Development and Land Uses 

A reasonable relationship must be established between 1) the fee’s use and 2) the type 
of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a relationship, it must be 
shown that the type of development to be charged the fee actually uses, is served by or 
benefits from the public improvements financed by the fee revenue. 

The City ensures that all water facility improvements will primarily benefit the residential, 
commercial and industrial land uses within the General Plan Area. All water projects to 
be financed from impact fees will provide the same level of service to the General Plan 
Area as currently provided to the existing community. 

On the basis that all land uses will benefit from the facilities to be constructed, the 
burden of financing will be distributed to each land use in proportion to their use of, or 
benefit from the improvements. The methodology to accomplish this is through the use 
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of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE). The RAE schedule reflects the relative 
responsibility to pay for improvements for each land use designation in relation to the 
demand created by one acre of a single family detached residential unit. The RAE 
schedule presents the relationship between the level of service provided by the facilities, 
the demand for facilities by land use type and the financing burden placed on each land 
use. 

Method of Cost Allocation/Fee Determination 

As of June 30, 1999, the total cost of all water projects is estimated to be $7,845,702. 
Therefore, the calculation of the updated fee is determined as follows: 

Total project costs $7,845,702 
Less Fund Balance* - (1,489,835) 

Remaining Water Fees Required $6,355,867 

*Fund Balance includes earned interest. 

The remaining fees required must be collected from the remaining residential, 
commercial and industrial RAE’S. Therefore, the new fee for each land use is calculated 
as follows: 

Water Fee = 
(by land use) 

Land Use RAE Factor (by land use) x Remaining Water Fees Required 
Cumulative Sum of Each Land Use Acreage x Each RAE Factor 

Recommended Fee Update 

A summary of the updated water fees for each land use designation benefiting from the 
projects is provided in Exhibit “D.” 
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SECTION 4 

SEWER SERVICE 

Overview 

The City of Lodi provides sewerage service to its residents. Facilities owned and 
operated by the City include a city-wide collection system, sewer trunks to the treatment 
plant and the White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility. 

Sewer Reimbursement Policy 

Developers typically are required to construct sewer lines with greater capacity than 
required for their particular projects in order to provide service to expanding areas of the 
City. Since it is unlikely that the City would require payment in advance of sewer 
capacity, the City usually pays for the oversizing of sewer trunks. The City’s Sewer 
Trunk Extension Policy provides that applicants are reimbursed for a portion of the 
oversizing costs. Reimbursement under this policy applies to trunk sewers larger than 
10 inches in diameter. Reimbursable costs include construction, materials, engineering 
and administration. 

Project Summaries and Estimated Costs 

Exhibit “E” is a summary of the sewer projects and estimated costs for which updated 
fees are established. As mentioned earlier, estimated costs are based upon suggested 
unit costs, or the ENR construction index, which have been reviewed and approved by 
City staff. Separate supplemental fees are collected for projects related to the Cluff 
Avenue Lift Station Service Area, the Harney Lane Lift Station Service Area and the 
Kettleman Lane Lift Station Service Area. They are not subjects of this study and do not 
appear in Exhibit E. The City also collects a wastewater capacity fee with building 
permits. This fee is based on estimated wastewater generation for various land use 
types and is used to fund added treatment capacity. This fee is not included in this study. 

Relationship of Sewer Projects to New Development and Land Uses 

A reasonable relationship must be established between I) the fee’s use and 2) the type 
of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a relationship, it must be 
shown that the type of development to be charged the fee actually uses, is served by or 
benefits from the public improvements financed by the fee revenue. 

The City ensures that all sewer facility improvements will primarily benefit the residential, 
commercial and industrial land uses within the General Plan Area. All sewer projects to 
be financed from impact fees will provide the same level of service to the General Plan 
Area as currently provided to the existing community. 

On the basis that all land uses will benefit from the facilities to be constructed, the 
burden of financing will be distributed to each land use in proportion to their use of, or 
benefit from the improvements. The methodology to accomplish this is through the use 
of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE). The RAE schedule reflects the relative 
responsibility to pay for improvements for each land use designation in relation to the 
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demand of a single family detached residential unit. The RAE schedule shows a 
reasonable relationship between the cost of the required sewer projects and the 
financing burden placed on each land use. 

Method of Cost Allocation/Fee Determination 

As of June 30, 1999, the total cost of all sewer projects is estimated to be $872,000. 
Therefore, the calculation of the updated fee is determined as follows: 

Total project costs $872,000 

Remaining Sewer Fees Required $883,152 
Less Fund Balance* +I 1 .I 52 (neaative balance) 

*Negative Fund Balance provided by the City’s Finance Department. 

The remaining fees required must be collected from the remaining residential, 
commercial and industrial RAE’S. Therefore, the new fee for each land use is calculated 
as follows: 

Sewer Fee = 
(by land use) 

Land Use RAE Factor (by land use) x Remaining Sewer Fees Required 
Cumulative Sum of Each Land Use Acreage x Each RAE Factor 

Recommended Fee Update 

A summary of the updated sewer impact fees for each land use designation is included 
in Exhibit “F.” 
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SECTION 5 

STORM DRAINAGE 

Overview 

Storm drainage services are provided by the City. Facilities in the system include the 
collection system, runoff storage/detention facilities and pumping plants. Terminal 
drainage is provided by the Mokelumne River and the Woodbridge Irrigation District 
(WID) Canal. 

Project Summaries and Estimated Costs 

Exhibit “G” is a summary of the storm drainage projects and estimated costs for which 
updated fees are established. As mentioned earlier, estimated costs are based upon 
suggested unit costs, or the ENR construction index, which have been reviewed and 
approved by City staff. 

Relationship of Storm Drainage Projects to New Development and Land Uses 

A reasonable relationship must be established between 1) the fee’s use and 2) the type 
of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a relationship, it must be 
shown that the type of development to be charged the fee actually uses, is served by or 
benefits from the public improvements financed by the fee revenue. 

The City ensures that all storm drainage facility improvements will primarily benefit the 
residential, commercial and industrial land uses within the General Plan Area. All storm 
drainage projects to be financed from impact fees will provide the same level of service 
to the General Plan Area as currently provided to the existing community. 

Included in the cost calculations for this fee update are costs associated with “New 
Development Share of Existing Facilities.” In the case of Storm Drainage Facilities, 
future development is responsible for a residual share of 65 percent of the 1991 
Reimbursement Agreement for the G-basin land costs. The resulting dollar amount of 
land cost is allocated to future development and becomes part of the total project costs 
upon which updated fees are based. 

On the basis that all land uses will benefit from the facilities to be constructed, the 
burden of financing will be distributed to each land use in proportion to their use of, or 
benefit from the improvements. The methodology to accomplish this is through the use 
of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE). The RAE schedule reflects the relative 
responsibility to pay for improvements for each land use designation in relation to single 
family detached residential designation. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable 
relationship between the cost of the required storm drainage projects and the financing 
burden placed on each land use. 

Method of Cost AllocationlFee Determination 

As of June 30, 1999, the total cost of all storm drainage projects is estimated to be 
$1 7,716,100. Therefore, the calculation of the updated fee is determined as follows: 

I 0  



Total project costs $17,716,100 
Less Fund Balance* (1,331,113) 

$1 6,384,987 Remaining Storm Drain Fees Required 

*Fund Balance includes earned interest. 

The remaining fees required must be collected from the remaining residential, 
commercial and industrial RAE’S. Therefore, the new fee for each land use is calculated 
as follows: 

Storm Drainage Fee = Land Use RAE Factor(bv land uselx Remaining Sewer Fees Required 
(by land use) Cumulative Sum of Each Land Use Acreage x Each RAE Factor 

Recommended Fee Update 

Exhibit “H” provides a summary of the updated Storm Drainage impact fee. 
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SECTION 6 

STREETS AND ROADS 

Overview 

Development and growth will expand the City and generate additional traffic. As a 
consequence, new streets will be required and existing streets will need to be improved. 
To the extent possible, the City’s philosophy is that new development must shoulder the 
responsibility to provide streets and roads to adequately serve their projects or improve 
existing roads to improve or expand capacity resulting from the development. 

Developer Obligation for Improvements 

Developers are required to dedicate right of way and build streets to serve their projects 
in accordance with City engineering and design standards. In cases where development 
occurs on one side of a major collector street, the developer is typically required to 
construct one half of the street. In cases where development occurs along a street 
having a greater designated capacity than a major collector, the development impact fee 
fund andlor other funds are used to construct the more extensive improvements. 

Street, Road and Freeway Improvements 

The listing of proposed street and road improvement projects included in the 
development impact fee program is shown in Exhibit “ I ” .  In addition, costs for new or 
modified traffic signal facilities, which are to be paid with impact fee funds, are included. 
At locations where minimum Caltrans signal warrants have already been met, 50 percent 
of the facility cost is allocated to the impact fee fund. Work on freeway interchanges for 
Kettleman LanelSR 99 and Turner RoadlSR 99 and associated realignment of Beckman 
Road will be funded partially by Measure K Funds. As mentioned in the Nolte Study, it is 
assumed that 30 percent of the interchange costs will come from sources other that the 
development impact fee program. 

Project Summaries and Estimated Costs 

Exhibit “I” is a summary of the streets and roads projects and estimated costs for which 
updated fees are established. As mentioned earlier, estimated costs are based upon 
suggested unit costs, and the ENR construction index, which have been reviewed and 
approved by City staff. 

Relationship of Streets and Roads Projects to New Development and Land Uses 

A reasonable relationship must be established between 1) the fee’s use and 2) the type 
of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a relationship, it must be 
shown that the type of development to be charged the fee actually uses, is served by or 
benefits from the public improvements financed by the fee revenue. 

The City ensures that all streets and road improvements will primarily benefit the 
residential, commercial and industrial land uses within the General Plan Area. All streets 
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and roads projects to be financed from impact fees will provide the same level of service 
to the General Plan Area as currently provided to the existing community. 

On the basis that all land uses will benefit from the facilities to be constructed, the 
burden of financing will be distributed to each land use in proportion to their use of, or 
benefit from the improvements. The methodology to accomplish this is through the use 
of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE). The RAE schedule reflects the relative 
responsibility to pay for improvements for each land use designation in relation to single 
family detached residential designation. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable 
relationship between the cost of the required streets and road projects and the financing 
burden placed on each land use. 

Method of Cost AllocationlFee Determination 

As of June 30, 1999, the total cost of all street and road facility projects is estimated to 
be $1 9,210,500. Therefore, the calculation of the updated fee is determined as follows: 

Total project costs $1 9,210,500 
Less Fund Balance* ~1.937.111)** 

$1 7,273,389 Remaining Streets Fees Required 

*Fund Balance includes earned interest. 
**This is a combination of Streets-Local and Streets-Regional Funds. 

The remaining fees required must be collected from the remaining residential, 
commercial and industrial RAE’S. Therefore, the new fee for each land use is calculated 
as follows: 

Streets Fee = Land Use RAE Factor(by land use) x Remaining Streets Fees Required 
(by land use) Cumulative Sum of Each Land Use Acreage x Each RAE Factor 

Recommended Fee Update 

The Streets and Roads Facilities Impact Fee is shown on Exhibit “J.” 
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SECTION 7 

POLICE 

Overview 

Police facilities to serve the build-out of the General Plan have been identified by the 
City staff and Police Department. Specific locations and alternatives such as renovation 
and expansion are being considered. Major new police facility expansions planned by 
the City but costs included in this program are prorated based upon the service 
demands of the current General Plan to the Year 2007. 

Project Summaries and Estimated Costs 

Exhibit “ K  is a summary of the police facilities projects and estimated costs for which 
updated fees are established. As mentioned earlier, estimated costs are based upon 
suggested unit costs, and the ENR construction index, which have been reviewed and 
approved by City staff. 

Relationship of Police Facilities Projects to New Development and Land Uses 

A reasonable relationship must be established between 1) the fee’s use and 2) the type 
of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a relationship, it must be 
shown that the type of development to be charged the fee actually uses, is served by or 
benefits from the public improvements financed by the fee revenue. 

The City ensures that all police facility improvements will primarily benefit the residential, 
commercial and industrial land uses within the General Plan Area. All police facility 
projects to be financed from impact fees will provide the same level of service to the 
General Plan Area as currently provided to the existing community. 

On the basis that all land uses will benefit from the facilities to be constructed, the 
burden of financing will be distributed to each land use in proportion to their use of, or 
benefit from the improvements. The methodology to accomplish this is through the use 
of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE). The RAE schedule reflects the relative 
responsibility to pay for improvements for each land use designation in relation to single 
family detached residential designation. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable 
relationship between the cost of the required police facility projects and the financing 
burden placed on each land use. 

Method of Cost AllocationlFee Determination 

As of June 30, 1999, the total cost of all police facility projects is estimated to be 
$3,643,000. Therefore, the calculation of the updated fee is determined as follows: 

Total project costs $3,643,000 
Less Fund Balance* (184,223) 

Remaining Police Fees Required $3,458,777 
*Fund Balance includes earned interest. 

14 



The remaining fees required must be collected from the remaining residential, 
commercial and industrial RAE’S. Therefore, the new fee for each land use is calculated 
as follows: 

Police Fee = 
(by land use) 

Land Use RAE Factor (bv land use) x Remaining Police Fees Required 
Cumulative Sum of Each Land Use Acreage x Each RAE Factor 

Recommended Fee Update 

The updated fees for funding police facilities improvements are shown on Exhibit “L.” 
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SECTION 8 

FIRE 

Overview 

As identified in the Nolte Study, virtually no major deficiencies exist in current Fire 
Department facilities. Therefore, proposed projects have a direct relationship to 
growth/development in the community. As a result of this situation, fees are based 
solely on costs for new capital expenditures. Fire facilities to serve the build-out of the 
General Plan were identified in the Fire Station Master Plan and by City staff during the 
preparation of this report. 

Project Summaries and Estimated Costs 

Exhibit “M” is a summary of the fire facilities projects and estimated costs for which 
updated fees are established. As mentioned earlier, estimated costs are based upon 
suggested unit costs, or the ENR construction index, which have been reviewed and 
approved by City staff. 

Relationship of Fire Facilities Projects to New Development and Land Uses 

A reasonable relationship must be established between I) the fee’s use and 2) the type 
of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a relationship, it must be 
shown that the type of development to be charged the fee actually uses, is served by or 
benefits from the public improvements financed by the fee revenue. 

The City ensures that all fire facilities improvements will primarily benefit the residential, 
commercial and industrial land uses within the General Plan Area. All fire facilities 
projects to be financed from impact fees will provide the same level of service to the 
General Plan Area as currently provided to the existing community. 

On the basis that all land uses will benefit from the facilities to be constructed, the 
burden of financing will be distributed to each land use in proportion to their use of, or 
benefit from the improvements. The methodology to accomplish this is through the use 
of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE). The RAE schedule reflects the relative 
responsibility to pay for improvements for each land use designation in relation to single 
family detached residential designation. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable 
relationship between the cost of the required fire facilities projects and the financing 
burden placed on each land use. 

Method of Cost AllocationlFee Determination 

As of June 30, 1999, the total cost of all fire facility projects is estimated to be 
$3,479,000. Therefore, the calculation of the updated fee is determined as follows: 

Total project costs $3,479,000 
Less Fund Balance* (244,2301 
Remaining Fire Fees Required $3,234,770 

*Fund Balance includes earned interest. 
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The remaining fees required must be collected from the remaining residential, 
commercial and industrial RAE’S. Therefore, the new fee for each land use is calculated 
as follows: 

Fire Fee = 
(by land use) Cumulative Sum of Each Land Use Acreage x Each RAE Factor 

Land Use RAE Factor(bv land use) x Remaining Fire Fees Required 

Recommended Fee Update 

The updated fees for funding fire facilities improvements are shown on Exhibit “N.” 

17 



SECTION 9 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

Overview 

The City has adopted standards of 3.4 acres of parks per 1,000 persons served and 
1,800 square feet of community center space per 1,000 persons served. Projects 
proposed vary somewhat from those listed in the Nolte Study and are consistent with the 
projects identified in the “City of Lodi Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan,” adopted 
by the City Council in January, 1994. Projects listed for completion are those directly 
attributed to new growth. 

Project Summaries and Estimated Costs 

Exhibit “0” is a summary of the park and recreation facilities projects and estimated 
costs for which updated fees are established. As mentioned earlier, estimated costs are 
based upon suggested unit costs, or the ENR construction index, which have been 
reviewed and approved by City staff. 

Relationship of ParkslRecreation Projects to  New Development and Land Uses 

A reasonable relationship must be established between 1) the fee’s use and 2) the type 
of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a relationship, it must be 
shown that the type of development to be charged the fee actually uses, is served by or 
benefits from the public improvements financed by the fee revenue. 

The City ensures that all parks and recreation improvements will primarily benefit the 
residential, commercial and industrial land uses within the General Plan Area. All parks 
and recreation projects to be financed from impact fees will provide the same level of 
service to the General Plan Area as currently provided to the existing community. 

On the basis that all land uses will benefit from the facilities to be constructed, the 
burden of financing will be distributed to each land use in proportion to their use of, or 
benefit from the improvements. The methodology to accomplish this is through the use 
of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE). The RAE schedule reflects the relative 
responsibility to pay for improvements for each land use designation in relation to single 
family detached residential designation. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable 
relationship between the cost of the required parks and recreation projects and the 
financing burden placed on each land use. 

Method of Cost AllocationlFee Determination 

As of June 30, 1999, the total cost of all parks and recreation facility projects is 
estimated to be $30,001,400. Therefore, the calculation of the updated fee is determined 
as follows: 

Total project costs $30,001,400 
Less Fund Balance* i2.689.778) 

Remaining ParWRec Fees Required $27,311,62 

*Fund Balance includes earned interest. 
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The remaining fees required must be collected from the remaining residential, 
commercial and industrial RAE’S. Therefore, the new fee for each land use is calculated 
as follows: 

ParldRec Fee = Land Use RAE Factor(by land use) x Remaining ParWRec Fees Required 
(by land use) Cumulative Sum of Each Land Use Acreage x Each RAE Factor 

Recommended Fee Update 

The updated fees for park and recreation facilities/improvements are shown on Exhibit 
“P.” 
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SECTION I 0  

GENERAL CITY FACILITIES 

Overview 

The method used to determine the appropriate impact fees for General City Facilities 
has been based upon the number of full-time equivalent employees per 1,000 population 
and a building space standard presented in the Nolte Study. These standards are 
applied to the amount and type of growth and development that is forecast. The 
resulting demand for new building space and other capital facilities to serve the demand 
has been completed as the General City Facilities capital expenditure program. 

Project Summaries and Estimated Costs 

A summary of the projects and costs funded by this portion of the impact fee program is 
provided in Exhibit “Q.” 

Relationship of General City Facilities Projects to New Development and Land 
Uses 

A reasonable relationship must be established between 1) the fee’s use and 2) the type 
of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a relationship, it must be 
shown that the type of development to be charged the fee actually uses, is served by or 
benefits from the public improvements financed by the fee revenue. 

The City ensures that all general city facilities improvements will primarily benefit the 
residential, commercial and industrial land uses within the General Plan Area. All 
general city projects to be financed from impact fees will provide the same level of 
service to the General Plan Area as currently provided to the existing community. 

On the basis that all land uses will benefit from the facilities to be constructed, the 
burden of financing will be distributed to each land use in proportion to their use of, or 
benefit from the improvements. The methodology to accomplish this is through the use 
of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE). The RAE schedule reflects the relative 
responsibility to pay for improvements for each land use designation in relation to single 
family detached residential designation. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable 
relationship between the cost of the required general city facilities projects and the 
financing burden placed on each land use. 

Method of Cost AllocationlFee Determination 

As of June 30, 1999, the total cost of all general city facility projects is estimated to be 
$1 1,767,000. Therefore, the calculation of the updated fee is determined as follows: 

Total project costs $1 1,767,000 
Less Fund Balance* (1,346,422) 

$10,420,578 Remaining Gen. City Fees Required 

*Fund Balance includes earned interest. 
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The remaining fees required must be collected from the remaining residential, 
commercial and industrial RAE’S. Therefore, the new fee for each land use is calculated 
as follows: 

Gen. City Fee = Land Use RAE Factor (by and use) x Remaining Gen. City Fees Required 
(by land use) Cumulative Sum of Each Land Use Acreage x Each RAE Factor 

Recommended Fee Update 

The updated fees for general city facilities/improvements are shown on Exhibit “ R .  
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SECTION 11 

BY-PRODUCTS OF THE STUDY 

Completion of this report provides the City of Lodi with several important by-products 
that can be used as valuable tools by both the Public Works and Finance Departments 
in administering the development impact fee program. They are as follows: 

0 Revenue and Expenditure SummarylReconciliation: As part of this study, Harris 
& Associates prepared a summary of revenues and expenditures for FYI 998-99. 
As a part of that effort, and to determine sunk costs of projects and the costs of 
future or remaining projects, a reconciliation of Public Works records and Finance 
records was conducted on all projects. This reconciliation led to the use of the 
Finance Department’s records for determining the Fund Balances in the eight (8) 
IMF Funds. Information was obtained which can also be used to more efficiently 
record and track revenues and expenditures in the future. 

Project Detail Sheets: These are new sheets which record all known information 
about all of the various impact fee projects, whether they be completed, partially- 
completed or future projects. To date, the City has not used such a device, and as a 
result, it has at times been difficult to identify and track the progress/cost of projects 
as they progress through the Public Works Department and as expenditures are 
recorded in the Finance Department. The following information is provided on each 
Project Detail Sheet: 

Project Identification Number: This number correlates with the project 
number assigned by the Nolte Study, and a new project carries the 
number assigned by the Public Works Department. 
Project Description: Each project contains a description of the work to be 
done, which can be changed as circumstance warrants. 
Project Status: Space is provided to input the status of projects. Status 
comments can be amended as projects progress, are completed, are 
amended or are eliminated. 
Columns are provided for project costs, including design, construction, 
contingency, etc., and costs can be placed in the appropriate fiscal 
year(s). 
Columns are also provided for designating the appropriated funding 
sources for the projects. For example, the IMF fund can be identified 
along with developer share, or other funding source. 

0 

0 

Updated Cost Estimates: As directed by City staff, each project identified on the 
Project Detail Sheets contains the estimated unit costkuggested cost estimate or an 
ENR construction index updated estimate. In addition, a detailed backup sheet is 
provided to show the basis for the unit cost/cost estimate. 

0 Project Management File System: In conducting this study, it was noted that the 
City has not been using any form of Project Detail Sheet, project files or a project 
management system. Harris has provided a suggested method for maintaining 
project files on each of the impact fee projects. The system recommends that each 
file contain the Project Detail Sheet along with other appropriate 
constructionlfinancial event information. In addition, a separate “booklet” of the 
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Project Detail Sheets is suggested to be kept for quick reference. Filing may be kept 
by IMF category, which can then be sub-categorized by project number or other 
project identifier. 

0 Project Identifiers: It was noted that the City does not use a project identifier, or 
“project number,” as various projects go on line. The project number has been 
identified in the Nolte Study, however, no further reference is seen. This made 
research on the status of these projects more difficult, particularly when expenditures 
against the project were recorded in Public Works and Finance Department records. 
Tracking of the projects in the financial records was especially difficult. It is highly 
recommended that any transaction routinely identify the project by project number to 
avoid this situation. A project identifiedproject numbering system should also be 
considered for use in all other CIP projects. 
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EX HI BIT "A" 

CITY OF LODl 

G R O W H  FORECAST VS. REMAINING ACREAGE FOR DEVELOPMENT 

Land Use Designations Units 

RESIDENTIAL 

Low Density Acres 

Medium Density Acres 

High Density Acres 

Eastside Residential Acres 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 

PR-Low Density Acres 

PR-Medium Density Acres 

PR-High Density Acres 

Total Residential 

COMMERCIAL 

Retail Commercial 

Office Commercial 

Total Commercial 

INDUSTRIAL 

Light Industrial 

Heavy Industrial 

Total Industrial 

Total Growth Forecast Acreage 

Total Remaining Vacant Acreage 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Growth 
Forecast (1 ) 

17 

7 

5 

1 

973 

62 

78 

1,143 

153 

153 

435 

175 

61 0 

1,906 

Current Acreage 
Undeveloped (23) 

147 

23 

57 

0 

422 

65 

163 

877 

73 

47 

120 

144 

206 

350 

1,347 

Notes: (1) Growth Forecast through FY 2006/2007 based upon approved "Development Impact 
Fee Report," prepared by Nolte and Associates and Angus McDonald and Associates, 1991 

Development Department. 
(2) Undeveloped Acreage information provided by City of Lodi Community 

(3) Industrial properties include those within current City General Plan Boundary. 
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I 
$7,617 

$14,930 
$23,233 

$7,617 
$14,930 
$23,233 

$15,844 
$24,909 

$15,235 
$9,674 

.and Use Categories 

iESlDENTlAL 
-ow Density 
Medium Density 
i igh Density 

1.00 
1.77 
4.72 

1.00 
1.77 
4.72 

4.12 
3.72 

0.30 
0.19 

- 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERClAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

lNDUSTRlAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

$3,790 
$7,428 

$13,227 

$3,790 
$7,428 

$13,227 

$2,425 
$2,425 

$985 
$985 

Total 
Acres 

147 
23 
57 

422 
65 
163 

73 
47 

144 
206 

1.00 
1.96 
3.49 

1.00 
1.96 
3.49 

0.94 
0.94 

0.42 
0.42 

Total 
Fees 

$50,477 
$75,080 

$131,639 

$50,477 
$75,080 

$131,639 

$54,642 
$70,741 

$40,469 
$38,315 

$10,908 
$10.908 
$10,908 

$10,908 
$10,908 
$10,908 

$14,508 
$14,508 

$14,508 
$14,508 

EXHIBIT "9" 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

ALL SERVICES 
(June 30,1999) 

1.00 
1.96 
3.05 

1.00 
1.96 
3.05 

2.08 
3.27 

2.00 
1.27 

1 .oo 
1.96 
3.49 

1 .oo 
1.96 
3.49 

0.64 
0.64 

0.26 
0.26 

$18,698 
$26,738 
$52,354 

$18,698 
$26,738 
$52,354 

$5,983 
$10,097 

$4,301 
$6,170 

1.00 
1.43 
2.80 

1.00 
1.43 
2.80 

0.89 
1.53 

0.64 
0.93 

$499 
$978 

$1,742 

$499 
$978 

$1,742 

$469 
$469 

$210 
$210 

$2,638 
$7,033 

$6,139 
$5,543 

$447 
$283 

Source: Harris & Associates 
NOTES: 
(1) Residential Acre Equivalents 

1.96 $2,854 
4.32 $6,290 

2.69 $3,917 
2.46 $3,582 

0.64 $932 
0.61 $888 

Project Cost Estimates by Fund Source (less Fund Balance and Existing Deficiencies): 

Remaining Fees Required: 

Water 
Sewer 
Storm Drainage 
Streets & Roads 
Police 
Fire 
Parks & Rec 
General City Fac. 

$6,355,867 
$883,152 

$17,273,389 
$3,458,777 
$3,234,770 

$27,311,622 
$1 0,420,578 

$1 6,384,987 

1 .oo 
1 .oo 
1 .oo 

1 .oo 
1 .oo 
1 .oo 

1.33 
1.33 

1.33 
1.33 
- 

I RAE(: 

1 
Fee RAE(1) Fee 

$1,490 1.00 $1,456 
$2,638 1.96 $2,854 t $1,490 1.00 $1,456 

$7,033 4.32 $6,290 

R! 
9 - 

1 .oo 
1.43 
2.80 

1 .oo 
1.43 
2.80 

0.32 
0.54 

0.23 
0.33 

it& 
Fee 

$6.018 
$8,606 

$16,851 

$6,018 
$8,606 

$16,851 

$5,356 
$9,208 

$3,852 
$5,597 



EXHIBIT "C" (PAGE I OF 2) 

Water Projects 
City of Lodi Capital Improvement Program 

Remainins Costs 
Project # 
MWSl 001 
MWSl 002 
MWSlOO3 
MWSlOO4 
MWSI 005 
MWSlOO6 
MWSlOO7 

MWSlOO9 
MWSIOIO 
MWSI 01 1 
MWSI 012 
MWSI 013 
MWSlOI4 
MWSlOI5 
MWSlOI6 
MWSl 017 
MWSlOI8 
MWSlO19 
MWSlO20 
MWSl 021 
MWSlO22 
MWSlO23 
MWSlO24 
MWSlO25 
MWSlO26 

MWWl 001 
MWWlOO2 
MWWlOO3 
MWWlOO4 
MWWlOO5 
MWWlOO6 
M W l O O 7  
MWWlOO8 

MWSI ooa 

- Title 
Turner Road Water System 
Lodi Avenue Extension Water System 
Cluff Avenue Extension Water System 
Guild Avenue Water System 
Central California Traction Water System 
Industrial Way Water System 
Industrial Way Water System 
Beckman Road Water System 
Cluff Avenue Water System 
Kettleman Lane Water System 
Turner Road Water System 
Applewood Drive Water System 
Lower Sacramento Road Water System 
Applewood Drive Water System 
Evergreen Drive Water System 
Lodi Avenue Water System 
Vine Street Water System 
Kettleman Lane Water System 
Lower Sacramento Road Water System 
Mills Avenue Water System 
Century Boulevard Water System 
Century Boulevard Water System 
PUE North of Harney Lane Water System 
Harney Lane Water System 
Century Boulevard Water System 
Harney LaneKherokee Lane Water System 

Water Well "A" (Well 26) 
Water Well "B" 
Water Well "C" 
Water Well "D" 
Water Well "E" 
Water Well "F" 
Water Well "G" (Well 25) 
Water Well "H" 

Status 
Open 
Open 
Partiaiiy Completed 
Partially Completed 
Partially Completed 
Completed 
Completed 
Completed 
Open 
Partially Completed 
Completed 
Completed 
Open 
Open 
Completed 
Open 
Open 
Partially Completed 
Partially Completed 
Completed 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Partiaily Completed 
Completed 
Partially Completed 

Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Completed 
Open 

Suaaested 
26,700 
15,600 
62,400 
35,100 
78,000 

33,800 
80,600 

60,800 
175,900 

33,800 
29,300 
37,100 
58,500 

16,900 
35,900 
84,500 

110,500 

93,600 

400,000 
400,000 
500,000 
400,000 
400,000 
500,000 

500,000 



EXHIBIT "C" (PAGE 2 OF 2) 
Water Projects 
City of Lodi Capital Improvement Program 

Project # 
MWWlOO9 
MWWl 010 
M W l 0 1 1  
MWWlO12 
MWWlOl3 
MWWlOI4 

MWSX 001 
MWSX 002 
MWSX 003 
MWSX 004 
MWSX 005 
MWSX 006 
MWSX 007 
MWSX 008 
MWSX 009 
MWSX 010 
MWSX 01 1 
MWSX 012 

MWSO 001 
MWSO 002 
MWSO 003 
MWSO 004 
MWSO 005 
MWSO 006 
MWSO 007 

Title 
Water Well "I" 
Water Well "J" 
Water Well "K" 
Water Well "L" 
Water Well "M" 
Water Well "N" 

- 

Applewood Drive Water System 
Applewood Drive Water System 
Kettleman Lane at Lower Sacramento Road 
Mills Avenue Water System 
Mills Avenue Water System 
Harney Lane Water System 
Century Boulevard Water System 
Harney Lane Water System 
Evergreen Water System 
Turner Road Water System 
Guild Avenue Water System 
CCTC Water System 

Water Utility Planning - Water Master Plan 1987 

Status 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 

Open 
Open 
Completed 
Completed 
Completed 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Completed 
Open 
Completed 
Open 

Completed 
Water Utility Planning - WMP & CIP Update - 1997 Open 
Water Utility Planning - WMP & CIP Update - 2002 Open 
Public Works Admin Bldg(1) Open 
Public Works Storage Facility (1) Open 
Public Works Garagemash Facility (1) Open 
New Development Share of Existing Water Tank(2) Partially Funded 

Total Project Costs 

Remaining Costs 
Sumesfed 

500,000 
400,000 
400,000 
400,000 
500,000 
400,000 

16,250 
21,150 

48,750 
6,750 
6,750 

16,250 

16,250 

26,000 
26,000 

322,000 
162,000 

120,552 
288,000 

7,845,702 

Note: Open Projects are those that have not yet been started, 
(1) Funding shared equally by Water, Sewer and Streets Programs 
(2)  New develoment share is 31 YO of total cost. 



EXH I I3 IT '* 0" 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

WATER 

\LAND USE CATEGORIES Unit RAE Fee 1 
RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

Acre 1 .oo $3,790 
Acre 1.96 $7,428 
Acre 3.49 $1 3,227 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density Acre 1 .oo $3,790 
Medium Density Acre 1.96 $7,428 
High Density Acre 3.49 $1 3,227 

COMMERCIAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

IN DUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

0.64 $2,425 
0.64 $2,425 

0.26 
0.26 

$985 
$985 

Source: Harris & Associates 



EXHIBIT "E" (PAGE 1 OF 1) 

Sewer Projects 
City of Lodi Capital Improvement Program 

MSSl 001 
MSSlOO2 
MSSlOO3 
MSSlOO4 
MSSlOO5 
MSSlOO6 
MSSlOO7 
MSSlOO8 
MSSlOO9 

MSSO 001 
MSSO 002 
MSSO 003 
MSSO 004 

rn Status 
Cluff Area Relief Sewer Not in Program $ 
Sanitary Sewer (West Trunk Line) Not in Program $ 
Harney Lane Sanitary Sewer Separate Fee $ 
Harney Lane Sanitary Sewer Lift Station Separate Fee $ 

$ 
Cluff Avenue Sanitary Sewer Lift Station Not in Program $ 
Lower Sac. Road Sanitary Sewer Not in Program $ 
Lower Sac. Road Sanitary Sewer Not in Program $ 
Harney Lane Sanitary Sewer Separate Fee $ 

Kettleman Lane Sanitary Sewer Lift Station Completed 

Sanitary Sewer Master Plan Open $ 
PW Admin Bldg Exp (1) Open $ 
PW Storage Facilities ( I )  Open $ 
PW Garagemash Facility (1) Open $ 

Total P roject Costs = $ 

costs 

100,000 
322,000 
162,000 
288,000 

8 72,000 

Note: Open Projects are those that have not yet been started. 
(1) Funding shared equally by Water, Sewer and Streets Programs. 



EXHIBIT "F" 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

SEWER 

ILAND USE CATEGORIES Unit RAE Fee 1 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

PLAN NED RESlDFNTl AL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERCIAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

JNDUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo 
1.96 
3.49 

1 .oo 
1.96 
3.49 

0.94 
0.94 

0.42 
0.42 

$499 
$978 

$1,742 

$499 
$978 

$1,742 

$469 
$469 

$21 0 
$21 0 

Source: Harris & Associates 



EXHIBIT **G" (PAGE I OF 1) 

Storm Drain Projects 
City of Lodi Capital improvement Program 

Proiect ## 
MSDl 001 
MSDlOO3 
MSDlOO4 
MSDlOO5 
MSDlOO7 
MSDlOO8 
MSDlOO9 
MSDl 010 
MSDl 011 
MSDlOI2 
MSDlOI3 
MSDlOI4 
MSDlOI5 
MSDlOI6 
MSDlOI7 
MSDlOI8 
MSDlOI9 
MSDlO20 
MSDlO21 
MSDlO22 
MSDlO23 
MSDlO24 
MSDlO25 

- Title 
C-Basin (Pixley Park) (S-4) [I] 
Turner Road/Guild Avenue Storm Drain 
Pine Street Storm Drain 
Thurman Street Storm Drain 
C-Basin Storm Drain 
Evergreen Drive Storm Drain 
Evergreen Drive Storm Drain 
E-Basin Expansion 
F-Basin (Cochran Park) (N-9) [I] 
F-Basin NorthEouth Storm Drain 
Tienda Drive Storm Drain 
Tienda Drive Storm Drain 
G-Basin Southeast Area Storm Drain 
Orchis Drive Storm Drain 
G-Basin (DeBenedetti Park) (C-3) [ I ]  
Master Storm Drain System Engineering 
Lodi Avenue Storm Drain 
I-Basin (N-19) [I] 
Storm Drain Basin I - Inflow 
Storm Drain Basin I - Outflow 

Status 
Partially Completed 
Open 
Open 
Partially Completed 
Open 
Completed 
Completed 
Completed 
Open 
Open 
Partially Completed 
Partially Completed 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Completed 
Open 
Open 
Open 

Projected Cost 
$ 824,800 
$ 400,000 
$ 72,200 
$ 57,200 
$ 279,500 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 4,452,700 
$ 507,000 
$ 135,900 
$ 157,300 
$ 338,900 
$ 83,000 
$ 4,720,000 
$ 65,000 
$ 
$ 4,577,800 
$ 344,200 
$ 359,100 

173,400 E-Basin (Peterson park) (N-4) Land Acquisition Partially Completed $ 
$ 00,700 G-Basin (DeBenedetti Park) (C-3) Land Acquisi Underway 

Storm Drain Stockton St east to Culbertson Open $ 67,400 

Total Projecf Costs = $ 17,716,100 

Note: Open Projects are those that have not yet been started 
[I] See Parks projects for additional funding. 



EXHIBIT " H 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

STORM DRAINAGE 

ILAND USE CATEGORIES Unit RAE Fee I 
RESl D ENTlAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERCIAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

INDUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

I .oo 
1 .oo 
1 .oo 

1 .oo 
1 .oo 
1 .oo 

1.33 
1.33 

1.33 
1.33 

$10,908 
$1 0,908 
$1 0,908 

$1 0,908 
$10,908 
$10,908 

$14,508 
$14,508 

$14,508 
$14,508 

Source: Harris & Associates 



EXHIBIT "I" (PAGE I OF 3) 

StreetdRoadslTraffic Projects 
City of Lodi Capital Improvement Program 

Proiect ## 

MTSl 001 
MTSlOO2 
MTSlOO3 
MTSI 004 
MTSlOO5 
MTSlOO6 
MTSlOO7 
MTSlOO8 
MTSlOO9 
MTSIOIO 
MTSl 01 1 
MTSlOI2 
MTSl 013 
MTSlOI4 
MTSlOI5 
MTSlOI6 
MTSlOI7 
MTSlOI8 
MTSlOI9 
MTSlO20 
MTSl 021 
MTSlO22 
MTSlOZ3 
MTSlOZ4 
MTSlO25 
MTSl 026 
MTSlO27 
MTSlO28 
MTSlO29 
MTSlO30 
MTSlO31 
MTSlO32 

- Title 

Kettleman Lane Restriping - Lower Sac. Rd. to Ham Ln. 
Kettleman Lane Restriping - Ham Ln. to Stockton St. 
Kettleman Lane Restriping - Stockton St. to Cherokee Ln. 
Kettleman Lane / State Rte. 99 Interchange 
Kettleman Lane Widening - Phase 2 
Lower Sacramento Rd. Widening from Turner Rd. to Lodi Ave. 
Lower Sacramento Rd. Widening from Lodi Ave. to Taylor Rd. 
Lower Sacramento Rd. Widening from Taylor Rd. to Kettleman Ln. 
Lower Sacramento Rd. Widening from Kettleman Ln. to Orchis Dr. 
Lower Sacramento Rd. Widening from Orchis Dr. to Century Blvd. 
Lower Sacramento Rd. Widening from Century Blvd. To Kristen Ct. 
Lower Sacramento Rd. Widening from Kristen Ct. to Harney Lane 
Harney Lane Widening from Lower Sacramento Road to Mills 
Harney Lane Widening from WID Crossing to Lower Sacramento Road 
Harney Lane Widening from WID Crossing to Hutchins Street 
Harney Lane Widening from Hutchins St. to Stockton St. 
Harney Lane Widening from Stockton St. to Cherokee Lane 

Status 

Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 

Harney Lane Widening from Lower Sacramento Rd. to west City boundary Open 
Project Study Report Completed 
SR 99 at Turner Road - Interchange Improvements Open 
Lodi Avenue Restriping Open 
Lodi Avenue Construction Completed 
Turner Road Restriping 
Turner Road Construction Open 
Century Boulevard Widening Open 
Century Boulevard Construction Completed 
Stockton Street Widening Partially Completed 
Guild Avenue Construction Partially Completed 
Turner Road Widening Completed 
Lodi Avenue Widening Partially Completed 
Kettleman Lane Widening Open 
Lockford Street Widening Open 

Not In Program 

Proiected Costs 

55,000 
55,000 
29,000 

4,921,000 
771,000 
361,000 
253,000 
288,000 
299.000 
247,000 
381,000 
165,000 
457,000 
292,000 
149,000 
21 5,000 
248,000 
303,000 

1,907,000 
31,000 

34,000 
11 3,000 

73,000 
487,000 

131,000 
153,000 

1,645,000 



EXHIBIT "I" (PAGE 2 OF 3) 

StreetslRoadslTraff ic Projects 
City of Lodi Capital Improvement Program 

Proiect # 
MTSlO33 

MTSO 001 
MTSO 002 
MTSO 003 
MTSO 004 
MTSO 005 
MTSO 006 

MTS 001 
MTS 002 
MTS 003 
MTS 004 
MTS 005 
MTS 006 
MTS 007 
MTS 008 
MTS 009 
MTS 010 
MTS 01 1 
MTS 012 
MTS 013 
MTS 014 
MTS 015 
MTS 016 
MTS 017 
MTS 018 
MTS 019 
MTS 020 
MTS 021 
MTS 022 
MTS 023 
MTS, 024 
MTS 025 
MTS 026 

- Title 
Victor Road - S R  99 tp CCT Railroad Co. 

Master Traffic System - Traffic System Master Plan 1987 
Master Traffic System - Traffic System Master Plan 2001 
Master Traffic System - Five Year CIP Update 2010 
Public Works Admin. Building Expansion [l] 
Public Works Storage Facility [ I ]  
Public Works Garagemash Facility [I] 

Traffic Signal @ Turner Road & Lower Sacramento Road 
Traffic Signal @ Turner Road & SR 99 Southbound Ramp 
Traffic Signal @ Victor Road & Cluff Avenue 
Traffic Signal @? Lodi Avenue & Lower Sacramento Road 
Traffic Signal @? Lodi Avenue & Mills Avenue 
Traffic Signal @? Lower Sacramento Road & Vine Street 
Traffic Signal @, Kettleman Lane & Mills Avenue 
Traffic Signal @ Kettleman Lane & SR 99 Southbound Ramp 
Traffic Signal @? Kettleman Lane & Beckman Road 
Traffic Signal @ Lower Sacramento Road & Harney Lane 
Traffic Signal @ Harney Lane & Mills Avenue 
Traffic Signal @ Harney Lane & Ham Lane 
Traffic Signal @ Harney Lane & Stockton Street 
Traffic Signal @ Elm Street & Lower Sacramento Road 
Traffic Signal @ Lockeford Street & Stockton Street 
Traffic Signal @ Turner Road & Stockton Street 
Traffic Signal @? Pine Street & Stockton Street 
Traffic Signal @ Turner Road & Mills Avenue 
Traffic Signal @ Turner Road & Edgewood 
Traffic Signal @? Kettleman Lane & Central Avenue 
Traffic Signal @ Elm Street & Mills Avenue 
Traffic Signal @ Cherokee Lane & Vine Street 
Traffic Signal @? Ham Lane & Century Boulevard 
Traffic Signal @? Cherokee Lane & Elm Street 
Traffic Signal @ Lower Sacramnto Rd & Tokay 
Traffic Signal @ Lower Sacramnto Rd & Kettleman Lane 

Status Projected Costs 
Open $ 444,000 

Completed $ 
Open $ 26,000 
Open $ 26,000 
Open $ 322,000 
Open $ 162,000 
Open $ 288,000 

Partially Completed 
Open 
Completed 
Partially Completed 
Open 
Completed 
Completed 
Completed 
Completed 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Partially Completed 
Open 
Completed 
Open 
Completed 
Open 
Completed 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 

47,000 
123,000 

48,500 
62,000 

124,000 
11 7,000 
11 7,000 
58,500 
64,000 
58,500 

58,500 

58,500 

58,500 
68,500 
62,000 
68,500 

162,000 
259,000 

111 Funding shared equally by Water, Sewer and Streets programs. 



EXHIBIT "I" (PAGE 3 OF 3) 

Streets/Roads/Traffic Projects 
City of Lodi Capital Improvement Program 

Proiect # 

MBC 001 
MBC 002 
MBC 003 
MBC 004 

MRRX 001 
MRRX 004 
MRRX 005 
MRRX 006 
MRRX 007 
MRRX 008 
MRRX 009 
MRRX 010 

Title - 
Box Culvert - WID Canal, Lower Sacramento Road, South of Lodi Ave. 
Box Culvert - WID Canal, Turner Road, South of Lodi Avenue 
Box Culvert - WID Canal, Mills Avenue, South of Vine Street 
Box Culvert - WID Canal, Harney Lane, West of Hutchins Street 

RR Crossing - Lower Sacramento Road, North of Turner Road 
RR Crossing -Guild Avenue, intersection of Guild Ave. & Lockeford St. 
RR Crossing - Victor Rd., CCT RR Co, East of Guild Ave. 
RR Crossing - Beckman Road, intersection of Beckman L? Lodi Avenue 
RR Crossing -Guild Avenue, intersection of Guild Ave. & Lodi Avenue 
RR Crossing - Cluff Avenue, intersection of Cluff & Thurman St. 
RR Crossing - Kettleman Lane, East of Guild Avenue 
RR Crossing - Harney Lane, East of Hutchins Street 

Status Projected Costs 

Open $ 316,000 
Open $ 97,500 

Open $ 280,000 
Completed $ 

Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Open 
Completed 
Open 
Open 

$ 114,000 
$ 228,000 
$ 248,000 
$ 253,000 
$ 233,000 
$ 

254,000 $ 
$ 24 1,000 

19,210,500 Total Project Costs $ 

Note: Open Projects are those that have not yet been undertaken 



EXHIBIT "J" 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

STRE ETSlROAD SlTRAF F I C 

ILAND USE CATEGORIES Unit RAE Fee 1 
RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERCIAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

INDUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo 
I .96 
3.05 

1 .oo 
I .96 
3.05 

2.08 
3.27 

2.00 
I .27 

$7,617 
$14,930 
$23,233 

$7,617 
$14,930 
$23,233 

$15,844 
$24,909 

$15,235 
$9,674 

Source: Harris & Associates 
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EXHIBIT "L" 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

POLICE 

ILAND USE CATEGORIES Unit RAE Fee I 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERCIAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

IN DUST RIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo 
1.77 
4.72 

1 .oo 
1.77 
4.72 

4.12 
3.72 

0.30 
0.19 

$1,490 
$2,638 
$7,033 

$1,490 
$2,638 
$7,033 

$6,139 
$5,543 

$447 
$283 

Source: Harris & Associates 



EXHIBIT "M" (PAGE I OF I) 

Fire Projects 
City of Lodi Capital Improvement Program 

Proiectf 
LFD 001 
LFD 002 
LFD 003 
LFD 004 
LFD 005 
LFD 006 
LFD 007 
LFD 008 

m 
Fire Dept. -West Side Service Expansion 
Fire Dept. - Ladder Truck & Equipment 
Fire Dept. - Sedans 
Fire Dept. - Mini-Vans 
Fire Dept. - Computers 
Fire Dept. - Firefighting Safety Gear 
Fire Dept. - Breathing Apparatus 
Fire Dept. - Construction/Remodel Station #I 

status Projected Cost 

Open $ 
Open $ 1,959,000 

670,000 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Open $ 850,000 

Total Project Costs = $ 3,4 79,000 

Note: Open Projects are those that have not yet been started 



EXH I BIT " N " 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

FIRE 

[LAND USE CATEGORIES Unit RAE Fee I 
RESIDE NTI A L 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

PLANNEDRES IDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERC IAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

IN DUSTRIA L 
Light Industrial 
Heavy I nd ustr i a I 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo 
1.96 
4.32 

1 .oo 
1.96 
4.32 

2.69 
2.46 

0.64 
0.61 

$1,456 
$2,854 
$6,290 

$1,456 
$2,854 
$6,290 

$3,917 
$3,582 

$932 
$888 

Source: Harris & Associates 



EXHIBIT "0" (PAGE I OF 2) 

Parks Projects 
City of Lodi Capital improvement Program - 
MPR 001 
MPR 002 
MPR 003 
MPR 004 
MPR 005 
MPR 006 
MPR 007 
MPR 008 
MPR 009 
MPR 010 
MPR 01 1 
MPR 012 
MPR 013 
MPR 014 
MPR 015 
MPR 016 
MPR 01 7 
MPR 018 
MPR 019 
MPR 020 
MPR 021 
MPR 022 
MPR 023 
MPR 024 
MPR 025 
MPR 026 
MPR 027 
MPR 028 
MPR 029 
MPR 030 
MPR 031 
MPR 032 

m 
Parks and Recreation Master Plan 
Administration Building and Corporation Yard 
Underground tank replacement 
Lodi Lake Central Park Improvements 
Lodi Lake Peninsula Improvements 
Lodi Lake - 13 acre expansion 
Lodi Lake Silt Removal 
Lodi Lake Turner Road Retaining Wall 
Lodi Lake Utility Extension (Water) 
Softball Complex Concession 
Softball Complex replacement of concession stand 
Softball Complex shade structure 
Softball Complex paving 
Softball Complex upgrade sports lighting 
Stadium - Electrical & Sports Lighting 
Stadium - Press Box 
Stadium - Parking Lot Landscape & Lighting 
Stadium - Returf & Drainage Improvements 
Stadium - Additional Seating 
Kofu Park - Enlarge Bleacher Area 
Kofu Park - New Playground Equipment 
Kofu Park - Permanent Backstop in Small Diamond 
Kofu Park - Group Picnic Facilities 
Kofu Park - Entrance Improvements 
Armory Park - Parking Lot 
Armory Park - Press Box and Bleacher Wall 
Armory Park - Upgrade Electrical 
Zupo Field Upgrading 
Zupo Field - Upgrad Electrical and Sports Lighting 
No Project - Not in Original Nolte Report 
Hale Park - General Improvements 
No Project - Not in Original Nolte Report 

2,358,000 

status Projected Costs 
Completed 
Open $ 1,673,500 
Not in Program 
Completed 
Not in Program 

Completed 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 

Open $ 



EXHIBIT "0" (PAGE 2 OF 2) 

Parks Projects 
City of Lodi Capital lmprovement Program 

w 
MPR 033 
MPR 034 
MPR 035 
MPR 036 
MPR 037 
MPR 038 
MPR 039 
MPR 040 
MPR 041 
MPR 042 
MPR 043 
MPR 044 
MPR 045 
MPR 046 
MPR 046A 
MPR 047 
MPR 048 
MPR 049 
MPR 050 
MPR 051 
MPR 052 
MPR 053 
MPR 054 
MPR 055 
MPR 056 
MPR 057 
MPR058 
MPR059 
MPROGO 
MPRO61 
MPR062 

LitLe 
Community Buildings - Hutchins Square [ l ]  
Blakely Park - Upgrade Lighting 
Salas Park - Protective Shade Structures 
Salas Park - Fence Diamond Area 
Emerson Park - Restroom Replacement 
Pixley Park (C-Basin) (S-4) - Gen Improvements[l] 
Peterson Park (E-Basin) (N-4) [ I ]  
Katzakian Park (N-20) 
Cochran Park - (F-Basin) (N-9) [ I ]  
Southwest Park - (I-Basin) (N-19) [ I ]  
Area #6 - Park (now Cochran Park) 
Area #5 - Park (now DeBenedetti Park) 
Area #7 - Park (now Eastside Park) 
Eastside Park (N-I 8) 
Eastside Park -Softball Complex 
F-Basin Park 
I-Basin Park 
Not Used 
Not Used 
Not Used 
DeBenedetti Park (G-Basin) (C-3) [2] 
Hutchins Square - Catering Kitchen 
Hutchins Square - Multi-purpose 
Hutchins Square - Child care 
Hutchins Square - Connectors 
Hutchins Square - Auditorium 
Roget Park (N-13) 
Century Meadows Park (N-15) 
Future Community Buildings 
Arnaiz Property (OS-3) 
Future Community Pools 

status Projected Costs 
Partially Compk $ 1,100,000 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Not in Program 
Open $ 
Completed 
Open $ 
Open $ 
Open $ 
lncl in MPR041 
lncl in MPR052 
lncl in MPR046 

Completed 
lncl in MPR041 
lncl in MPR042 
Not Used 
Not Used 
Not Used 

lncl in MPR033 
lncl in MPR033 
lncl in MPR033 
lncl in MPR033 
lncl in MPR033 
Open $ 1,087,000 
Open $ 1,034,500 
Open $ 6,362,000 
Open $ 17,000 
Open $ 1,908,000 

Open $ 

Open $ 

5,105,000 

1,881,000 
2,050,000 

691,400 

2,088,000 

2,646,000 

30,001,400 Total Project Costs = $ 

Note: Open Projects are those that have not yet been started 
[ l ]  Park Program share of Hutchins Square project originally totalled $2,100,000 
[2] See Storm Drain projects for additional funding. 



EX H I B IT "P" 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

ILAND USE CATEGORIES Unit RAE Fee I 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERCIAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

IN DUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo 
1.43 
2.80 

1 .oo 
1.43 
2.80 

0.32 
0.54 

0.23 
0.33 

$1 8,698 
$26,738 
$52,354 

$18,698 
$26,738 
$52,354 

$5,983 
$1 0,097 

$4,301 
$6,170 

Source: Harris & Associates 



EXHIBIT "Q" (PAGE 1 OF 1) 

General City Projects 
City of Lodi Capital Improvement Program 

Proiect# 
GCFl 001 
GCFlOO2 
GCFlOO8 
GCFlOO9 
GCFl 010 
GCFl 01 1 
GCFlOI2 
GCFlOI3 
GCFlOI4 
GCFlOI5 
GCFlOI6 
GCFlOI7 

CODV 001 
CODV 002 
CODV 003 
CODV 004 

m 
City Hall Remodel 
Civic Center Parking Lot Expansion 
Property Acquisition 
Parking Lot Improvements 
Library Expansion 
Public Works - Trucks 
Public Works - Pickups & Sedans 
Public Works - Air Compressors 
Public Works - Misc. Office Equipment 
Finance - Misc. Office Equipment 
Finance - Computer (AS400) 
Fee Program Monitoring 

General City Fac. - 1987 General Plan Update 
General City Fac.-Five Year Update to the GP-20002 
General City Fac. - General Plan 
General City Fac. Fee Update Consultant Services 

Status Projected Cost 
Partially Complett $ 1,515,000 
Open $ 2,535,000 
Open $ 276,500 
Open $ 150,000 
Open $ 3,765,500 
Open $ 974,000 
Open $ 928,000 
Open $ 1 17,000 
Open $ 85,000 
Open $ 236,000 

Open $ 300,000 
Completed $ 

Completed 
lncl in CODV003 $ 
Open $ 800,000 
Open $ 85,000 

Total Project Costs = $ 11,767,000 

Note: Open Projects are those that have not yet been started 



EXHIBIT "R" 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

GENERAL CITY FACILITIES 

ILAND USE CATEGORIES Unit RAE Fee 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

PLANNE D RESIDEN TIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 

COMMERCIAL 
Retail Commercial 
Office Commercial 

J N DUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo 
1.43 
2.80 

1 .oo 
1.43 
2.80 

0.89 
1.53 

0.64 
0.93 

$6,018 
$8,606 

$1 6,851 

$6,018 
$8,606 

$16,851 

$5,356 
$9,208 

$3,852 
$5,597 

Source: Harris & Associates 



RESOLUTION NO. 2001- 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODl CITY COUNCIL 
AMENDING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT MITIGATION 
FEES FOR ALL DEVELOPMENTS WITHIN THE CITY OF 
LODl 

Whereas, the Lodi City Council has adopted Ordinance No. 1518, creating and 
establishing the authority for imposing and charging Development Impact Mitigation 
Fees in the City of Lodi; and 

Whereas, studies have been made and data gathered on the impact of 
contemplated future development on existing public facilities in the City of Lodi, along 
with an analysis of the need for new public facilities and improvements required by new 
development; and 

Whereas, the Lodi City Council adopted Resolution No. 91-172 on September 4, 
1991, establishing Development Impact Fees and Supplemental Specific Area Fees; 
and 

Whereas, the Lodi City Council has adopted Resolution 93-26 on February 3, 
1993, updating the Development Impact Mitigation Fees and Supplemental Specific 
Area Fees in accordance with the above mentioned ordinance; and 

Whereas, the Lodi City Council has adopted Resolution No. 94-10 on January 
19, 1994, approving the Lodi Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan; and 

Whereas, studies have been made and results presented in the final report, Qjy 
of Lodi Development Impact Fee Update. October 2001, updating the analysis of 
required public facilities to serve new development, the cost of the facilities, and the 
required impact fees to fund the facilities; and 

Whereas, such information was available for public inspection and review 14 
days prior to the public hearing; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Lodi City Council that: 

1. The City Council adopts the Final Report, City of Lodi Development Impact Fee 
Update, October 2001. 

2. FEES - The City Council hereby amends the fees specified in Section 2 “FEES” 
of Resolution 93-26 as follows: 



FEE CATEGORY FEE PER RESIDENTIAL ACRE EQUIVALENT (RAE) 

Citv-Wide Fees 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Water 
Sewer 
Storm Drainage 
Streets 
Police 
Fire 
Parks and Recreation 
General City Facilities 

$ 3,918.00 
$ 501.00 
$1 1,276.00 
$ 7,874.00 
$ 1,540.00 
$ 1,505.00 
$1 9,329.00 
$ 6,221.00 

3. All resolutions or portions of resolutions setting amounts for such above- 
mentioned Development Impact Mitigation fees are repealed. All other 
provisions of Resolution 91 -1 72 and 93-26 remain in effect. 

4. EFFECTIVE DATE: The Development Impact Fees adopted in this Resolution 
shall take effect 60 days after adoption. For projects in which fees have been 
deferred under the terms of a public improvement agreement per Lodi Municipal 
Code Section 15.64.040(E), these fees shall be effective one year from the date 
of this agreement. For projects with approved Tentative Subdivision Maps, 
current fees will remain in effect until January 1, 2003 providing that the City 
Council has approved Final Maps for filing prior to this date. 

Dated: October 3, 2001 

I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2001- was passed and adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held October 3, 2001, by the 
following vote: 

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS - 

NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS - 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS - 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS - 

SUSAN J. BLACKSTON 
City Clerk 

2001- 



ORDINANCE NO. 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LODl re’--. D 

AMENDING TITLE 15 - BUILDINGS AND CONSTRUCTION, 
CHAPTER 15.64 - DEVELOPMENT IMPACT MITIGATION FEES BY 
REPEALING AND REENACTING SECTION 15,64.040 - “PAYMENT 
OF FEES,” AND SECTION 15.64.050 - “ADOPTION OF STUDY, 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND FEES” TO THE LODl 
MUNICIPAL CODE RELATING TO DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LODl AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION I. Section 15.64.040 “Payment of Fees” of the Lodi Municipal Code is 
hereby repealed and reenacted to read as follows: 

15.64.040 Payment of Fees 

A. The property owner of any development project causing impacts to public 
facilities shall pay the appropriate development mitigation fee as provided in this chapter. 
The amount shall be calculated in accordance with this chapter and the program fee per 
residential acre equivalent as established by council resolution. 

B. When such payment is required by this chapter, no final subdivision map, 
building permit or grading permit shall be approved for property within the city unless the 
development impact mitigation fees for that property are paid or guaranteed as provided 
in this chapter. 

C. The fees shall be paid before the approval of a final subdivision map, building 
permit or grading permit, whichever occurs first except as provided in subsection E of 
this section. 

D. If a final subdivision map has been issued before the effective date of the 
ordinance codified in this chapter, then the fees shall be paid before the issuance of a 
building permit or grading permit, whichever comes first except as exempted under 
Section 15.64.1 10 of this chapter. 

E. Where the development project includes the installation of public improvements, 
the payment of fees established by this Chapter may be deferred and shall be collected 
prior to acceptance of the public improvements by the city council. Payment of all 
deferred fees shall be guaranteed by the owner prior to deferral. Such guarantee shall 
consist of a surety bond, instrument of credit, cash or other guarantee approved by the 
City Attorney. 

SECTION 2. Section 15.64.050 “Adoption of Study, Capital Improvement Program and 
Fees” of the Lodi Municipal Code is hereby repealed and reenacted to read as follows: 

15.64.50 Adoption of Study, Capital Improvement Program and Fees 

A. The city council adopts the City of Lodi Development Fee Study dated 
August, 1991 and establishes a future capital improvement program consisting of 
projects shown in said study. The city council shall review that study annually, or more 
often if it deems it appropriate, and may amend it by resolution at its discretion. 



B. The city council shall include in the city’s annual capital improvement 
program appropriations from the development impact fee funds for appropriate projects. 

C. Except for facilities approved by the public works director for construction 
by a property owner under Section 15.64.080 or as shown in the annual capital 
improvement program, all facilities shall be constructed in accordance with the schedule 
established in the development impact fee study. 

D. The program fee per residential area equivalent (RAE) shall be adopted 
by resolution and shall be automatically adjusted annually on January I. The annual 
adjustment shall change the program fee by the same percentage as the annual change 
in the Engineering News Record 20 Cities Construction Cost Index. 

SECTION 3. All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are repealed 
insofar as such conflict may exist. 

SECTION 4. No Mandatory Duty of Care. This ordinance is not intended to and shall 
not be construed or given effect in a manner which imposes upon the City, or any officer 
or employee thereof, a mandatory duty of care towards persons or property within the 
City or outside of the City so as to provide a basis of civil liability for damages, except as 
otherwise imposed by law. 

SECTION 5. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof 
to any person or circumstances is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other 
provisions or applications of the ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid 
provision or application. To this end, the provisions of this ordinance are severable. The 
City Council hereby declares that it would have adopted this ordinance irrespective of 
the invalidity of any particular portion thereof. 

SECTION 6. This ordinance shall be published one time in the “Lodi News Sentinel”, a 
daily newspaper of general circulation printed and published in the City of Lodi and shall 
take effect thirty days from and after its passage and approval. 

Approved this day of ,2001 

ALAN NAKANISHI 
Mayor 

Attest: 



State of California 
County of San Joaquin, ss. 

I ,  Susan J. Blackston, City Clerk of the City of Lodi, do hereby certify that Ordinance No. 
was introduced at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Lodi held 

October 3, 2001, and was thereafter passed, adopted and ordered to print at a regular 
meeting of said Council held , by the following vote: 

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS - 

NOES; COUNCIL MEMBERS - 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS - 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS - 

I further certify that Ordinance No. was approved and signed by the Mayor on the 
date of its passage and the same has been published pursuant to law. 

SUSAN J. BLACKSTON 
City Clerk 

Approved as to Form: 
F 

f ’? 
- I  .1 .: 4- . q - &  I“ .4 

I 

RANDALL A. HAYS 
City Attorney 
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1 - The Unknown Government 

T h e r e  is an unknown government i n  

‘ I‘ h i s u n know n govern men t current 1 y 

statewick - $1.9 billion i n  2000. I t  has a total 
inclcbtedncss of over $47 billion. 

11 is supported by a powerful Sacramento 
lobby. hacked by an army of lawyers, 
consultants, bond brokers and land developers. 

Unlike new counties, cities and school 
districts, i t  can be created without a vote of the 
c i t izcns a flcc tcd. 

t lnlikc other governments, i t  can incur 
hontlccl indebtedness without voter approval. 

Unlike other governments, it  may use the 
powcr of eminent domain to benefit private 
i ti I CI-c s t s . 

‘l’his unknown government provides no 
public scrviccs. I t  docs not cducate our children, 
maint:iin our streets, protcct us  from crime, nor 
stock our  libraries 

I t  claims lo climinatc blight and promote 
ccononiic clcvclopmcnt, yet there is 110 cvidencc 
i t  Iias clone so i n  the half century since it  was 
crcat cci. 

Indccd, i t  has bccome a rapidly growing 
dra in  on Caliloriiia’s public resources, amassing 
cnoimous power with little public awareness or 
ovc I s  i ght. 

‘I’liis i inknown govc rnn ien t  is 

I t  is time Californians knew more about it. 

(’ali fornia. 

conxlIIIlcs nciu-ly 10% o f  all property taxes 

licdcvc lop lllC 111. 

S ta te  law allows a city council to create a 

redevelopment agency to administer one or 
more “project areas” within its boundarics. An 
area may be small, or i t  can encompass the 
entire city. 

These project areas arc governed by ;I 

redevelopment agency with its own staff and 
governing board, appointed by the city council. 

Thus, an agency and city may appear to bc 
one entity. Usually city councils appoint 
themselves ;is agency board members, with 
council meetings doubling as redevelopment 
meetings. Legally, however, a redevelopment 
agency is an entirely separate government 
authority, with its own revcnue, budget, staff 
and expanded powers to issue debt and 
condemn private property. 

Out of California’s 475 cities, 367 tiavc 
created rcdcvelopmcnt agencics. No vote of the 
residents affected was required. N o  review by 
the Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) was done. 

Californians oftcn confuse rcdcvelopment 
with federal “urban renewal” projects typical of 
large eastern cities of‘ the 1940’~-60’s. Sadly, 
the methods and results are oftcn similar. Yct 
redcveloymcnt is a state-authorized layer of 
govcrnriicnt without federal funds, rules or 
requirements. It is cntii-ely within the power of 
the California legislature and voters t o  control, 
reform, amend or abolish. 

2 Redevelopment: The Unknown Government 



The Unknown Government 

“I’m from Redevelopment and I’m here to help you.” 

Redevelopment: The Unknown Government 3 



2 - Blight Makes Right 

A11 ;i city ncccl c ~ o  to create o r  c x p n d  of ;t 

rcdcvclopmcnt area is to clcclarc i t  “blightctl”. 
‘This is easily donc. State law is so vague 

that  most anything Iiax bccn dcsignatcd as 
“blight”. Parkland. new rcsidcntial areas, 
p 1-0 fcs s i o ti a I base bid I s tad i u nis , o i 1 fie Ids , 
shopping centers, orange grovcs, open desert 
antl dry rivcrhcds have all been dcsignatccl a s  
“blight” for rctlcvcloprncnt purposes. 

To niakc a finding of blight, ;I consullant is 
hired to conduct a study. New rcdcvclopmcnt 
:irc:is arc largely drivcn by city staff, who 
choose the consultant with the appt-ov;il of thc 
city council. Consitltants know theirjob is not to 
rlctcrminc r / ’  tlicrc IS blight, but t o  ricclurc 
I-, I i g h t ccl what cvcr co~iimun i t y con d i t ions ni ay 
he. 

“Cities adopted very loose and very creative 
clcl’initions of blight,” writes syndicated 
S i r  c rtr i I r C I  I to I k v  c o I i i  ni 11 i st Dan W a 1 t c Is, iiit t lior 
atid long-titiic state policy analyst. “Often, 
v ;ic a ti t , ti cvcr -dcvc I o pcd I a t i  tl i s brand cd as 
blightccl t o  allow its iiiclusion i n  ii 

A city park i n  Lancastcr has bccn declared 
blightcd to justify paving over 19 acrcs of 
pat-klantl antl axing 100 trees for a new Costco. 
(“Lanc;istci- Ready to Pave Parkland and Put U p  
;I Costco”, Los Arigelcs Tiriies, J u n e  24, 200 1). 

Blight has bccn proclaimed in sonic of 
C al i l o r  ti i a’ s t nost a ffl  i t  c t i  t c i ties . I nd i an W c I1 s , 
a giiard-gated community with an avcrage 
$2 I 0,000 Iiouschold i ticonic, has two separate 

Understandably , many honicowncrs fear an 
o l’fi ci al dcs i gnat ion o f  bl i g h t w i 1 I t i  i t  rt property 
values.  Small property owners fear 
r ccie vc 1 o p me t i  t ’ s 11 sc of  cm i ne n t domain . 
Building 1x1-inits can also be denied i f  an 

I-cdcvc 1 0 pmc I1 t %O tic . ” 

I.CdCVC I ol?nlcn t Nc:ls. 

applicant docs not conl‘oi-m precisely to the 
rcdcvclopmcnt plan. So, local citizen groups 
often cliallcngc the hliglit findings i n  coiit~. 
Others arc cliallcngcd hy counlics and school 
districts tha t  stand t o  lose iii;i.jor propcrty tax 
rcvcnuc i f ’  it ticw redcvclopnicii[ area is c~-ciitctI. 

Rcccnt state legislation has tightened 
dcfi t i  i t ions of bl igh t , par t  icu larl y thosc 
i nvol v i ti g o pen ;I t i  d ag r i c 11 I t i I r ai I ;I nd . S t i 1 I , 

most agcncics wcrc dr-cady crcirtcd long bcl.orc 

Once  t~ic consultant’s 1,liglit f.inciings :ire 

ratified, a city may create o r  cxpncl  ;I 

rcdc vc I o p iii c t i  t area. V 0 tc I’ a p p I-ov ;I I i s I icvc I’ 
x k c d .  Citizens ci11i three iI V O ~ C  by gatticring 
10% of the signatures o f  all t-cgistcrctl voters 
within 30 days or the council action. Whcrc t h i s  

loses by wide margins (rc~jcctccl in Montchcllo 

Los Alnmitos hy SS%, I la l f  Moon Bay h y  
76%, for cxamplc). 

The rcquircmcnts to forcc ;I votc arcdifficult 
to meet, however. I n  the vast majority o f  cases, 
a popular votc is ticvcr licid. Ratlicr, lhc 
consultant’s findings o f  Might ;ire qiiickly 
certified. A law f i r m  is then i-ctainccl to draw 
up the paperwork and clcfcnd against legal 

A growing niimbcroflaw firms specialize i n  
rcdcvclopmcnt. Like the cotisllltilnts, tlicy are 
members of the Cali Cot-nia liedcvclopiiicnt 
Association, ;I Sacranicnt o-based I ohby. ‘I’licy 
are listed i n  the CRA’s directory anti advertise 
in its newsletter. Thcii- livelihood tlcpcnds on 
lhc aggressive use of redcvclopnicnt ~ n d  
increasing i y i magi nat i vc dc fi n i I i on s o f h I i g li t . 

et1lot-celiictit is lax, leg4 cliiillctigcs COSIIY i1ntl 

rcccn t re fol-ln at tc Ill pt s. 

has occurrcd, rctlcvclopmcnt ncarly always 

by 82%, La I’Ltclitc by 67%. Vclltltt.i1 hy S7%, 

ch2lllCJlgCS. 
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To eliminate alleged blight, a redevelopment 
agcncy, oncc crcatcd, has four extraordinary 
powcrs held by no other govcrnmcnt authority: 

Tax Increment: A redevelopment 
agency has the exclusive use of’ all 
increases in property tax revenues (“tax 
increment”) gcneratcd in its designated 
proj cct areas. 

Bonded Debt: An agency has the powcr 
to sell bonds sccured against future tax 
increment, and may do so without voter 
approval. 

Business Subsidies: An agency has the 
c( 

J 

4) 

power to give public money directly to 
developers and othcr private husincsscs 
i n  the form of cash grants, tax I-cbatcs, 
free land or public improvcmcnts. 

Eminent Domain: An agency has 
expandcd powers to conclcmn private 
properly, not just (hi. public use, hut to 
ti-ansfci- to othcr privatc owiicrs. 

These four powers represent an enormous 
cxpansivn of governnient intrusion into our 
traditional systcm of privatc property and 1 1  cc 
enterprise. Let us carefully considcr thc costs of 
this power and if it has done anything to 
clir~inate real blight. n 

“It’s easy. . . blight is whatever we say it is!” 
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3 - Tax Increment Diversion 

O n c e  a redevelopment project area is 
created, all property tax increment within it goes 
directly to the agency. This Incans all increases 
in property tax revenues are diverted to the 
I-cdcvclopment agcncy and away from the cities, 
coiintics aiicl school districts that would 
nor ma 1 I y rccc ivc t hem . 

While inflation naturally forces up expenses 
1.01- public services such as education and police, 
their property tax revenues within a 
rcdcvclopment area are thus frozen. All new 
revenues beyond (he base year can be spent only 
for rctlevclopnicnt pui-poses. 

I n  2000, this revenue divcrsion was.just over 
$1.9 billion statcwiclc. This means nearly 10% 
o f  all property taxes was diverted from public 
scrviccs to redcvclopmcnt schemes. Even with 
modest inllation, the percent taken has roughly 
doubled cvcry 15 years. (Table 3. 1). 

Total acreage under redevelopment has 
doubled in  the past decade, with now nearly a 
iiiillion xres  tictl lip in tax increment diversions 
( n b i c  3.2). 

If rcdcvclopn1cnt were a tcrnporary 

iiicwirc, as  advocates once claimcd, this 
divcrsion might be sustainable. Once an agcncy 
is disbanded, a l l  the new propcrty tax rcvcnues 
would be rcstorcd t o  local governments. 
Legally, agencies arc supposed to sunset after 
-10 ycars, but the law contains many exceptions 
and is easily circiiinvcntcd. Tougher sunset 
Icgislation is nccdcd to close agencies at a pre- 
clctci-mined date. Only then will property tax 
clivcrsions end and thc funds restored to the 
public. 

Hiii-d-pcsscd counties arc well aware oftlie 
cost o f  this divcrsion, and often go to court to 

challenge new redevelopinciit areas. In 1994, 
the Los Angelcs County Grand Jury released its 
exhaustive report on redevclopincnt, calling for 
more public accountabilily and citing its 
negative effects on county services. The County 
o l  Los Angelcs general fund has lost $2.6 
billion to redcvcloprnent diversions since 1978, 
seriously impacting public services. Other 
counties face similar losses. 

School districts have also responded with 
lawsuits, sometimes lorcing “pass-through” 
agreements to restore part of their lost revenue. 

Redevelopment agencies arc notoriously 
stingy in  honoring propcrty tax pass-lhroughs to 
school districts. Saddled by its heavily indeblcd 
and now defunct Riverwalk plan, the Garden 
Grove Redevelopment Agency reneged on $2 
million owed to local schools, until thrcntenctl 
litigation restored the funds. 

Faced with lost property taxes, school 
districts have slapped steep building fees on 
new residential clcvclopmcnt, thus passing the 
burden of redcvcloprnent onto new homeowners 
and renters. 

To recoup property taxes lost to 
redevelopment agencies, school districts have 
won their own property [ax diva-sions from 
cities, in  the form of the Educational Revenue 
Augincntation Fund (ERAF). Establishecl by the 
state legislature, ERAF diversions from cities to 
school districts totaled $535 million in 1099-00, 
money that coincs directly from niunicipal 
General Fund budgets needed for public safety, 
parks and libraries. 

Cities have long complained about thcsc 
ERAF diversions, but they arc a dircct result of 
their own redevelopment raids on school funds. 

* 

, 
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Tax Increment Diversion 

Tax increment financing also directly 
inipacts municipal budgets by diverting city 
revenues into rcdcvclopment agencies. That part 
of the tax increment that would have gonc to the 
cities’ general fund (averaging 12%) is lost, and 
can now bc used only by redevelopment 

agencies. Thus, thcrc is now money to build 
auto malls and hotels, but less lor policc, I‘irc 
fighters and librarians. Cities cannot 11se 
redevelopment moncy to pay for salaries, public 
safety or maintenance, which are by far the 
largest share of municipal budgets. 

“Eat hearty, boys. . . plenty more where this came from!” 
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TABLE 3.1 
Property Tax Increment as a Percentage 

of Total Property Tax Revenues Statewide 
(Percent of Property Taxes Diverted to Redevelopment) 
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S O U  RC'IJ: C i l  i Forn i a  S t ;it c Control lei-. s Ol'ticc. 

TABLE 3.2 
Total Acreage in Redevelopment Areas 
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SOURCE: Report oT thc Commission on Local GOVCrniIl1ce for the 21st Ccntury, page 112. 
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Tax lncremerit Diversion 

Rcdcvelopnicnt boostcrs claim thc agcncy 
is entitled to keep the tax increrncnt, becausc it 
was crcatcd by agency activity itself. The 
c x 11 a i i  s t i v c 1 y re s e a r c 11 ed S u  17s i d i z  in g 
1iccleVeIOI)IIieIZt in Cdijbrriiu by Mic.hae1 Dardia 
(Public Policy Institutc, San Francisco, 1998) 
disproved this. Thorough analysis showed 
property tax diversions to be a nct loss, and do 
not ‘‘1x1~ for Ihcmsclves” with increased 

I n  flict, tax incremcnt need not cven be spcnt 
i n  the :ii-ca i t  was gcncrated. Agencics typically 
shilt fiinds froni one projcct arca to another. 

I-Icavily i n  debt and short on cash, thc Los 
Angclcs Rcdcvelopmcnt Agcncy is proposing a 
ncw 6,835 acre projcct area in the San Fernando 
Vallcy. M ~ c h  o f  the  $ I .  1 billion to be siphoned 
o f f  will actually Iic spcnt downtown and to 
covci- cxisting honds. 

Advoc:ttcs also claiiri that redevelopment 
agcncics do not raise ncw taxes. While narrowly 
ti‘uc, the agcncy tax incrcincnt divcrsions starve 
lcgitimate government functions of nccessary 

dc vclo p me I1 t . 

b 

revcnucs, thus pressuring tax increases to make 
up the shortfall. 

Tlic bi-partisan Commission on ~ o c a l  
Governance for the 21st Century, ch;iircd by 
San Diego Mayor Susan Golding, rccently 
relcased its report, Growth Within Bauricls (State 
of California, Sacramento, 2000). Thc 
coriimission specifically cited the negative 
impact of tax increment financing, noting that 
“This financing tool has steadily catcn into local 
property tax allocations that could otherwise be 
uscd for general governniciital services, such as 
police and fire protcction and parks” (p;igc 1 1 1). 

Tax increment financing is a growing drain 
on funds intcndcd for public needs. lt has 
confuscd and distortcd statc and local finance, 
resulting in a byj.antine maze of diversion, 
augmcntations, pass-throughx, and backfills that 
have shortchangctl both our  schools and city 
services. Thcse property taxes - $1.9 billion 
annually - must be rccapturcd froni privatc 
interests, and restorctl to the public intcrcst. 
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Debt: Play Now, Pay Later 
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“It’s easy. . . when you don’t have to ask the voters!” 
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4 - Debt: Play Now, Pay 

It is troui3ling enough that redevelopment 
agencies divert property taxes from real public 
nccds. But that is only part of the story. 

By law, for a rcdcvclopinent agency to begin 
rccciving property taxes, it must first incur debt. 
I n  fact, property tax incrcnient revenues may 
only be used to pay off outstanding debt. 
Pay-as-you-go is not part of redevelopment law 
or philosophy. 

Debt is not just a temptation. It is a 
rcquircmcnt. 

That is why rcdevclopii~ent hearings 
inevitably feature three groups of outside 
“cxpcrts”: the blight consultants, the lawyers, 
and the bond brokers who help the agency incur 
debt so i t  can start receiving the tax increment. 

The bond brokers and debt consultants are 
easily located. They are listed in the California 
Rcdcvclopmcnt Association Directory. From 
city to city they phone, fax,  travel and make 
prcsen I a t i on s to sc 1 I add it io n a1 dc b t . Na t u r a1 1 y , 
rcdcvcloprncnt staffs are supportive. More debt 
mcaiis job security and larger payrolls. 

Currently, total redevelopment indebtedness 
i n  California tops $47 billion, a figure that is 
doubling every eight years (Table 4.1). 

Debt levels vary widely among agencies, 
but all must have debt to receive the tax 
incrcnicnt. Tablc 4.2 shows those cities with the 
highest total i-cdcvelopment indebtedness. Debt 
levcls have no relation to actual blight, as many 
al’flucnt suburban towns have higher 
indcbtedncss than older urban-core cities. 

‘Table 4.3 shows outstanding indebtedness 
per-capi la. 

This is the amount of per capila property 
taxes that must be paid to cover the principal 
and interest of existing debt. This amount must 

Later 

be diverted from the cities, counties anc l  school 
districts before these rcdcvclopiiicnt agcncics 
can shut down and restore the property taxes io 
those entities. 

One would expect that i f  1-edevelopnicnt 
agencies had been success f i t  I i ti cl inii nati ng 
“blight”, they would now be scaling back their 
activities and rcducing debt. 111 fact, 
redevelopment indebtedness is growing rapidly, 
draining investment money that  could have 
gone to buy other government bonds or into the 
private sector. 

There ;KC two reasons rcdevclopnicnt debt is 
so attractive: First, redevelopment agencies niay 
sell bonded debt without voter approval. Unlike 
the state, counties and school districts, the debts 
need not be justified to, or approved by, the 
taxpayers. A quick majority vote by the agency 
is all that is needed. 

Second, bond brokers love 10 sell 
redevelopment debt. The commissions arc high 
and the buyers plentiful. Since the debt is 
secured against future property tax rcvcnuc, they 
arc seen as secure and lucrative. If an agency 
over-extends, then surely the city’s geiicral fund 
will cover the debts. 

Interest payments on bonds are the single 
largcst expenditure of redevelopment agencies 
statewide, accounting for 26% of all costs - 
$892 million in fiscal year 1999-2000 (‘l‘ablc 
7.1). 

Bondholders and their brokers are profiting 
ti and some1 y from redcvcl o p me t i  t deb t , w li i I c 
pocketing property taxes that should go 10 

public services. 
Wall Street profits. Main Street pays. 

B o n d  brokerage firms arc among the 
biggest financial supporters of the Calilornia 

Redevelopment: The Unknown Government 11 



Debt: Play Now, Pay Later 

Redevclopniciit Association. They pay hefty 
annual ducs for its pro-rcdcvelopnient lobbyists, 
sponsor the Annual CRA Confcrcnce and hold 
rcgional seminars instructing agency staff how 
LO incur  cvcr more dcbt. 

Redevelopment debt has mortgaged 
Calilornia's luiurc by obligating propcrty taxes 
for decades to conic. $48 billion needed for 

rcdcvclopmcnt debt. $48 billion that should pay 
teachers and police officers is divcrtcd to 
bondholdcrs. 

The only way to avoid these ballooning 
intcrcst payments is for rcdcvclopmcnt agcncics 
to stop incurring new dcbt, sell oft existing 
assets and pay off existing principal as soon as 
possible. Chapter 12 explains how this can bc 

fulurc schools, infrastructure and public services 
has been committcd to scrvicc futurc 

achieved. 

TABLE 4.1 
Total Redevelopment Indebtedness Statewide 

Figures 
in Billions 
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SOUKCI;: State Controller's Of'f'ice. Figures I-oundecl oft' to the nearest $billion. 
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TABLE 4.2 
Top 12 California Cities by Total Redevelopment Indebtedness 

(Includes principal and interest of all outstanding debt) 

CitylAgency Total Indebtedness 

1 SanJose . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,080,684,410 

2 Fontana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,584,465,243 

3 Fairfield . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,056,227,733 

4 Palm Desert . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,853,767.358 

5 Palmdale . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,715,008.891 

6 Lancaster . . . . . . . . . I _ . _ _ . . . . . . _ _ . . . . . . _ . . . . . . . . I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,655,817,028 

7 Los Angeles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,414,629,020 

8 Burbank . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $988,351,348 

9 LaQuinta . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $974,298,925 

10 Industry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $789,380,527 

11 YorbaLinda . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $760,974.888 

12 West Covina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $704,352,534 

TABLE 4.3 
Top 12 California Per-Capita Redevelopment Indebtedness by City 

(lncludes outstanding principal and interest) 

Per-Capita Indebtedness CitylAgency Population TOTAL Indebtedness 

1 .  $1,144,029 Industry (L.A. Co.) 

2. $1 36,278 lrwindale (L.A. Co.) 

3. $1 04,647 Vernon (L.A. Co.) 

4. $91,315 Sand City (Monterey Co.) 

5. $50,788 Palm Desert (Riverside Co.) 

6. $44,488 La Quinta (Riverside Co.) 

7. $23,054 Fontana (San Bernardino Co.) 

8. $22,798 Indian Wells (Riverside Co.) 

9. $22,253 Fairfield (Solano Co.) 

10. $16,393 Brisbane (San Mateo Co.) 

11. $15,122 Brea (Orange Co.) 

12. $1 4,399 Palmdale (L.A. Co.) 

690 $789,380,527 

1,190 $1 62,170.958 

85 $8,895,049 

190 $1 7,350.305 

36,500 $1,853,767,358 

21,900 $974,298,925 

112,100 $2,584,465,243 

3,430 $78,199,873 

$2,056,227,733 

3,390 $55,573,728 

36,550 $552,733.582 

11 9,600 $1,715,008,891 

92,400 

SOUKCES: Cnriirnuiiify Kedcvclopriiciit Agcricies Arriiual Report, Fisccrl Y e w  1999-2000; State Control Icr’s C)flicc 
Culif~rrria Statistical ADstrcrct, 2000; State of California 

~ ~ ~~ ~~~ ~ 
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5 - Corporate Welfare 

Tlic consultant has found the blight. The 
lawyers havc clrawn 1117 the p;1pers and dcfcndcd 
the agency Irom suits. The bond brokers havc 
created the debt, to be paid by the tax incrcnient 
tliat will surely I'low. 

Now slroiilcl bc the time to begin eliminating 
"blight", ;IS I-ccluircel by state law. 

I n  reality, vcry little is ever heard again 
iihout hl iglit . I<cdcvclopmcnt agencies arc 
drivcn pi-imarily by creating new revenue. Since 
iiiost citics with rcelcvelopmcnt have little or no 
rc ;il bl i g li t any w it y , c rcii t i ng n c w govern inen t 
icvcnucs bccoiiics their prime go;iI. They do so 
i i i  two ways: 

1)d)l: As we Iiavc sccn, an agency incurs 
clcht to he p i c 1  by future property tax 
elivcrsions. In this way, it  can perpetuate its 
own activities inclcfinitcly by continuing to 
h o r r o w  . 

Sales Tax: By promoting commercial 
development, a redevelopment agency can 
claim to be stimulating new sales taxes that 
benefit the city's general fund. 

By h t a t c  1:1\v, ii city's salts tax shilrc is I o/o 

of all tilsnhlc p"l-cllascs. Salcs taxcs ;\re 
sitc--Inscd. I f  yoii  live in Sacralncnto and buy a 
C;II. in I-olsoiii, all o f  the sales tax s l i m  fi-om the 
car will go to Folsom, none to Sr~c~-amento. 

Typically, sales taxes account for 26% of 
iiiuiiicip;il gcncral I'iind budgets, so citics have 
long hccn iiiotivatcd to attract sales tax 
gc ii c rat o 1-s . C i t y o I f  ic i ;I I s and c ha nibcrs of 
coiiiiiici-cc have t o u t e d  their location, city 
sci-vices, iiiicl i~cccss to mirrkcts. New 

bccii grcetctl with i.ihhon cuttings and proud 
;iiiii(iiinc~iiicnts in the local piper. 

l i c d c \ ~ l  op iiicn t has cxcdatcd this to a new 

dcp;ll~tlllent slorc.\ illlei auto dcalcrs havc long 

level. 
With rcdevelopmcnt, cities have the power 

to di rcc t I y s u bs id i zc c o in mc Ic  ial  dc v c  I o p men 1 

Spcllcd out in  a Disposition and llcvclopmcnt 
Agreement (DOA), a dcvclopcr receives 
luci-ativc public funcling f o r  projects the agcncy 
favors. Sonic reccivc cash up front fro111 the sale 
o f  bonds thcy will never have to repay. Others 
icccivc raw acreage or land already clci~rccl of 
inconvcnicnt small businesses and Iionics. They 
purchase the land at substantial discount f r o m  
the agency. Soiiictimcs it  is frcc. 

Rcdevelopiiicnt subsidies arc not distributed 
cvcnly. I ; ; I v o ~ c ~  dcvclopcrs, NFL team owners. 
giant discount stores, hotels and auto clcalcrs 
reccivc tiiost o f  the money. Small business 
owncrs, now must face giant new compctitors 
funded by their own taxcs. 

Public funds arc also used for glitzy new 
entertainmcnt centcrs open only to the afl'lucnt, 
rcplaciiig pcrlcctly good private I'ncil itics at 
great cost. 

$50 
million) moved the Lakcrs and Kings out o f  
ncarby Inglewood, leaving the Forum vii-lually 
empty. A new theater will sooii open f o r  the 
an nu a1 Academy A w i i  rds prcscn ta t  ions ;IS pal-t 
o f  a I-lollywood tnall (tax subsidy: $98 inillion). 
The Oscar show is being snatchcd l'i-om the 
Shrine Aiiditoriiitii which liad long liostccl thc 
cvcnt at no public cost. 

t he 
centralization of economic power among 
ever-fewer corporate chains at the cxpciisc of 
locally-based independent businesses. Asserts 
Larry Kosinont of Kosmont & Associates, a 
v c tc I' an and 
prominent CRA rncmbcr, "Costco, WaI-M:rrl 
and other sales-tax generators arc king 01' Ihc 
highways and will get whatever thcy w;int". 

through cash grants, tax rcbatcs, or  frcc Iancl. 

L.A.'s Staples Cenlcr (tax subsidy: 

lie de vc 1 0 p me 11 t I1 as acc c 1 c l a  t c el 

red e v c 1 o p me n t c o 11 s u It ;I ii t 
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“Some are more equal than others!” 

‘I’liis costly distortion of the free cntcrprisc 
system is justified as  the only way to boost local 
sAcs taxes (ending “blight” has, by now, hccn 
long fot-goltcn). Yet, i f  iicw dcvcloptiicnts arc 
justified by market dcmand, they will be built 
anyway .  I f  no t ,  they will fail, regardless of tlie 
s iibs i cl ics . 

Pol it i call y , such g i vcaw ay s arc beg i nni ng 
l o  backlire on local politicians. Oakland Mayor 
ElIliu Harris lost a 1998 Assembly racc to Grccn 
candidatc Acidic Bock shortly after hc signed ;I 

one-sidccl givcaway to Al Davis 10 lure tlie 
K ;I i clc rs back t o  Oak 1 a id .  ‘The an 11 u a1 $5.8 
inillion piihlic pay-of1’ to the Sail Diego 
Chargers ( a s  part of a “scat gciarantcc” to multi- 
tiiillioiiairc team owner Alcx Spanos) was ;I key 
issue in the 2000 Mayoral racc. ‘Tainted by her 
votc for llic subsidy, Councilwoman Barbara 
Warclcn placed ;I distant lout-th i n  the March 
pi-itiiary. L.A. politicians wcrc decidedly cool to 

the hefty subsidies demanded by the NFL, lor an 
expansion teain, which iillimatcly wctil lo 
Houston. N o  candidale i n  lhc 200 I ‘ L A .  
niayoral race p~-oposcd any N1;L clcal. Even 
council nicnibcrs 11-om Missioti Vicjo scurried 
for cover when their hefty rcdevclopiiicnt 
“invcstmcnt” i n  the tiiinol- league Vigilantes 
went bad, arid the team foltlcd. 

Wasted, too arc thc billions sl>ctitC0i7ii~ctiiiS 

for malls, auto ccn1ers, big box rctailcrs iuitl 

other recipients of I-cdevclopnicnt liu-gcss. T;isc;il 
sanity and the laws of frcc cntcrpi-isc nnisl I>c 
rcstorcd. Ironically, as poor iiiotlicrs scc their 
wclfnrc checks slashed, hi1 lioiiairc team owiicrs 
and dcvclopcrs rcccivc cvcr more ~ i~ ib l ic  clolc. 

Redcvclopmcnt has bccomc ;I iIi;issivc 
wealth-transfer machine. Cash and land go i o  
powcrful dcvelopcrs and coi-potxtc rc~ailcrs, 
w h i Ic srii all bus i ncss ow ricrs ;I nd t ax pay crx 111 ii sl 
foot the bill. 
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6 - Predatory Redevelopment: 
Sales Tax Shell Game 

A drive north on the Santa Ana Freeway 
from Disncyland toward L A .  reveals the chaos 
rcdcvelopinent has wreaked. There is the Buena 
Park  Auto Scjuare, b id  t around dealerships 
Iut-cd from nearby Fullerton. Just  north is the old 
Gateway Chcvrolct site. Where did i t  go? Just 
;ICIXN the county litic lo La Mirada, which lured 
i t  from Unena Park with its own publicly- 
finiuiccd auto mall (on land convcnicntly 
designated as “blight”). 

Still further north is another auto mall in 
Santa Fc Springs, with nunierous long-vacant 
parccls waiting for the dealerships that will 
iicvercoinc. To the west is Cerritos, whose giant 
rcdevelo~~incnt-funded “Auto Square” became a 
pioneer i n  auto dealer piracy, draining off 
dcalcrships - and sales tax rcvcnuc - from its 
neighbors. Nearby Lakewood lost so many car 
dcalcrs that its city manager labcled Cerritos the 
“Darth Vadcr of cities”. 

Drive any stretch of freeway in San Dicgo, 
Los Angcles, Sanm Clara or other urban 
c uu II tics and you ’ 1 I sce redevcl o pine n t- fu  nded 
auto malls, with thcir hopeful reader boards and 
cnrcfully graded - and vacant - dealer sites. 
‘I’hcy’rc thc product of a bitter fiscal free-for-all, 
as citics coax cach uthcr’s dealerships away 
with ever-swccter giveaways. 

Car tlcalcr-s, o f  cc)ursc, are loving it. They no 
longer liavc lo make a profit from mcrc 
customers. They can now play one city off 
against another for  cheap land, tax rcbatcs and 
lrcc public iniprovcments. You can’t blame 
them. But you can blame the laws that 
encourage this shcll game. 

The same pattern is repeated with 
clcpar~incnt stores, discount chains, home 
improvement cciitei-s, professional sports 

franchises and even gambling casinos. 
Corporate decisions once bascd on market 
forces are now determincd by which city’s 
redevelopment agency will cut the best deal. 

T h e  rush for sales taxes has caused cities to 
favor cornmcrcial development ovcr all other 
types of land use (Table 6.1). This 
fiscalization of land use offers incciifivcs to 
giant retailers, while discouraging ncw housing 
and industry. 

The California Rcdcvelopmcnt Association 
(CRA) encourages retail developers to cxpcct 
public handouts. The CRA regularly co-hosts 
conferences with the lnternalional Council of 
Shopping Centers (ICSC) where retailers and 
mall promoters feel out city officials for hand- 
outs. 

“California has niorc than 300 
rcdevelopmeiit agencies”, gushes the ICSC 
magazine Shuppirzg Cer i ters Today. “ U 11 I i kc 
smokestack industries and manufacturing plants, 
retail development is a source of clean rcvcnuc 
for cities” (“ICSC Forges PubliclPrrvatc 
Partnerships”, May 2001). 

This pro-relail/anti-industrial bias pervades 
rcdevelopment promoters. They value low wage 
retail jobs at the expense of high paying 
manufacturing jobs. They value people only as 
consumers, not as skilled workcrs. They valuc 
consuinption at the cxpense of procluction. 

Per-capita sales tax revenues vary widely 
from city to city (Tablc 6.2). Gencrally, affluent 
suburban ring cities get more than older urban- 
core cities that need i t  the most. Largely 
minority citics are hit especially hard by sales 
tax inequality. Redevelopment has added to 
these distortions as cash-flush suburban cities 
lure retailers out of the poorer inner-city. 
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Predatory Redevelopment: Sales Tax Shell Game 

-56 

“What’// ya bid for this auto dealership?” 

]En Ccrlifomiu Cities rind the Local Sales 
Tax (Public Policy Institute of California, San 
Francisco, 1999), researchers Paul Lewis and 
Elisa Barboiir show how the sales tax bias has 
skewed local decision-making and how the 
billions in redevelopment subsidies have failed 
to expand sales tax rcvcnues; “From the 1970’s 
to the 1990’s, sales taxes, measured in real 
dollars per-capita, were a fairly stagnant source 
of funds.” (page xiii). 

E v e n  as personal incotnes grew rapidly in 
the halcyon ‘ ~ O S ,  sales tax revenues remained 
flat. An aging California population is investing 
more of its money, and spending it on health 
cart? travel and personal services, none of which 
is subject lo sales tax. 

Internet commerce, too, will cut into future 
salcs tax rcvcnucs. Burgeoning interstate online 
purchases arc sales lax exempt by federal law, 

and taxes on in-state purchases arc difficult to 
collect. 

These factors make i t  unlikely that the huge 
public subsidies poured into retail businesses 
will evcr pay back the new salcs taxes so toutcd 
by redevelopment booskrs. 

Statc leaders arc finally focusing on the nccd 
for sales tax reform. Thc “fiscalization of land 
use” promoted by redevelopment practiccs now 
show signs of being addressed. 

AB 178 was sponsored~ by Assemblyman 
Tom Torlakson (D-Martinez), and signed into 
law in 1999 by Covcrnor Davis. It rcquires any 
city or agency which uses public money to lure 
a business away from a neighboring city to 
reimburse that city for half the salcs taxes lost, 
ovcr a 5-year period. 

Proposition 1 1 ,  passed in 1998, allows 
neighboring cities to enter into regional salcs tax 
sharing agreements. This would stabilize rcve- 
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Predatory Redevelopment: Sales Tax Shell Game 

TABLE 6.1 
Relative Desirability of Various Land Uses 

in Redevelopment Areas, as Viewed by City Managers 
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SOURCE: I’PIC, Ctrliforriia arid tlir Lociil Str1c.s 7irx, p i g c  77. 
(The Public I’olicy Institute of California conducted a survey of 47 I City MLIIM~CCS, 330 o f  whoin IcspoiitJccl.) 

iiues and end bidding wars for retailers. With so 
many cities packed into certain urban counties 
(Los Angelcs County has 88 cities), however, it 
is difficult for cities to work out such 
agreements on their own. 

A more far-reaching reform would be to 
replace the point-of-sale to a per-capita sales tax 
disbursement. This would create a more 
equitable distribution of public revenue, and 
completely end costly competition over major 
ret ai Icrs. 

The Public Policy Institute’s sales tax study 
indicated that 59.5% of the state’s population 
live in cities and counties that would be better 
off in a per-capita system, especially residents 
of older cities. 

Newspapers as diverse as thc L.A. Tirrrcs and 
O r m g e  Couizty Regis~er have cdi torially 
supported sales tax reform. 

V i 1 I ai-a i gas:;" s 
Commission on  State and Local Govcrnmcnt 
Finance proposed replacing hall’ the cities’ anti 
counties’ sales tax share with more stable 
property tax rcvcnues. 

Controller Kathlceii Conncll’s State 
Municipal Advisory Reform Team (SMART) 
issued its 1990 recominendations, including ;I 

phased-in per capita sales tax dishursctiient 
system over 10 years, that would assure cities 
and counties a greater share of property taxes. 

A move away from sales tax reliance will 
restore fiscal rationality to local govcrnriicnt and 

Then -S peakcr An ton i o 
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balance to land usc dccisions . It will also 
undcrcut the leading rationale for redevelopment 
agcncies . rcdevclopment agencies . 

cc;isc subsidizing retail and treat residential and 
industrial uses iiiorc fairly . With a grcatcr share 

of the property taxes for their general funds. 
cities will be loathc to divert them into their 

With assured and stablc revenues. cities will A rcturn to coniinon sense i n  local 
govcrnmcnt financc will cnd thc iri-ationality 
that rcdcvclopmcnt has bccomc . 

TABLE 6.2 
Annual Per-Capita Sales Tax Revenues: Selected Cities 

City 
Sales Tax 

Per CaDita 

Affluent Suburban Cities: (25.00 0.1 00. 000) 

Beverly Hills . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $442 
Cerritos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $419 
Brea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $340 
Palo Alto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $321 
Palm Desert . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $267 
Pleasanton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $259 
lrvine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $253 
Mountain View . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $250 

Carlsbad . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $204 
Campbell . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $234 

Statewide Average . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $120 

Older Urban Core Cities (over 150. 000) 

SanDiego . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $118 
San Bernardino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $117 
Riverside . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $114 
Santa Ana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $103 
Stockton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $97 
Oakland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $77 
Los Angeles $76 
Pomona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $64 
Long Beach . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $61 

Predominantly African-American Cities: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Compton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $52 

East Palo Alto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $21 
lnglewood . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $49 

Predominantly Hispanic Cities: 

Stanton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $74 
PicoRivera . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $61 
Coachella . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $50 
Maywood . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $27 
Parlier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $14 

SOURCE: Califotnia State Board of Equalization / All Figures: Fiscal Year 1999-2000 

Redevelopment: The Unknown Government 19 



7 - Follow the Money 

Redevelopment backers may claim they are eliminating 
blight and cleaning u p  urban California, but the money trail 
tells a very differcnt tale. 

Table 7.1 shows where and to whom the money is 
flowing. 

$3.4 Ii l l ion in public money was spent by all California 
redevcloprncnt agcncies (F.Y. 1999-2000), according to the 
most recent State Controller’s Report. This includes both 
funds from property taxcs and bond sale proceeds. 

Over a quarter of the money pays for the interest on debt. 
‘That’s $892 million into the pockets of bondholders, at the 
expense of California taxpayers. This is a powerful motive for 
bond lawyers and brokerage houses to keep pushing 
redcvelopiiient schemes and lobbying against needed reform. 

While all rcdcvelopinent funds are encumbered by some 
sort of debt, $610 million was made directly on debt 
principal. Thus 44% of all rcdcvelopinent funds went directly 

W 11 i Ic 1-edcvc I opmcn t apologists c I a i in to be “rebu i Idi ng” 
o u r  cities, only 22% went for actual development, and another 
0% for land acquisition, much of i t  still vacant. 

Significantly, $395 million - 1 1% - was spent on 
ad minist rat ion, most of i t  for redevelopnicnt staff salaries. 
‘Th is p rov i tlcs a 1 I IC rat i vc bu rcau c ra t i c base t hat 
rcdcvclopnicnt staffers seek to preserve and expand. 

By law, 20% of all rcdevelopriient funds inlist be spent on 
“low cost” housing (see Chapter 9), but only 2% is actually 
being spent directly on housing. Redevelopment agencies 
woulcl much rather attract new retailers than residents. 

The rcdevelopnicnt cstablishmcnt has tried to disavow 
these figures. But the numbers in the Controller’s Report were 
a11 submitted by the agencies themselves. Table 7.1 
rcprcscnts a comparison of the major categories. 

‘They arc testimony to the waste and ineffectiveness of 
rcdcvcloprnent. They are grim evidence of who really profits 
It-om i t .  

to debt I1;‘ymcnts. 

Definitely not  the people of California. 
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TABLE 7.1 
Total Redevelopment Expenditures by Category 

$1 502 billion 
(44%) 

5 $753 million (22%) 

$395 million (I  1%) 

$292 million (9%) 

$74 million (2%) 

I 

SOUIICI:: (70/timwiiiy Kcclevclop/rlc’,ir Agencies Anrzud Hepor-f. Fiscd Year IYYY-2000; California State Controller’s Offlcc: 
T:ihIc 4. P;igc 254. Thc s i x  catcgorics are bxcd on the following figurcs providcd by all rcporling rcdcvcloprncnt agcncics: 
I)cl)t Interest P;iynieiits includcs lntcrcst Expcnsc: $868,339,504 and Debt Issuance Cosls: $23.468.309. Total: $89 1,807.8 1 I .  
Dclit I’riiicipii includcs Tax Allocation Bonds: $27S,752,417, Rcvcnuc Bonds: $63,957,732. CilylCounty Loans: 
$139.4 12.X(iO aiicl Olhcr Long-Tcrm Debt: $ I  30,987.826. Total: $61 0.1 10,841. Real Estate Development includcs Site 
<’lc;ii-:iiicc Costs. 12.235.420. I’rojcc~ IniprovemcnUConstruction Costs: $609.040.240, Planning Survey & Design: 
$1 I . I7 I.504. Dihposal Coats: $ 1  -21 6.060. Loss of Disposition of Land IMd for Rcsalc: $38,696.167, Declinc in  Value of Land 
I Icld lOr lic!,;ilc: $14.h76.1 10, and Rehabilitation CoslslGrants: $46,376,332. Total: $753,41 1,893. Administration includes 
Adiiiiiii!,lr;itivc C o s r s :  $3 I 1.302,499 and Profcssional Scrviccs: $83,680,8 IS. Total: $394.983.3 14. Property Acquisition 
iiiclutlc\ I<c:il Estalc I-’urchascs: $ 1  5 I ,S72.978, Acquisition Expense: $43.241,793. Operation of  Acquired Propcrty: 
%27.0XX,004. Iiclocxtion CoslslPayincnts: $38,548.41 I ,  and Fixed Asset Acquisitiori: $30,793,922. Total: $29 I.846.098. 
Ilousing Suljsirlies includes Subsidies 10 Low & Moderate Housing: $73.855.538. Other includcs Othcr Expenditures: 
J.109.XXX.492. 
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8 - The Myth of Economic Development 

Ec o t i  o iii i c ~c v c I o piiic t i  1’7 i s a co m mo t i  

c I i c lid ;in10 ti g c i t  y go  vcrn mc ti I s :I nd 
rc cicvc I op i i ic t i t  age tic ie s. 

I t  rcl‘crs to ;I bclicf that tax sulxidics to 
selected private businesses c;in stimulate the 

enterprise systcnl alone is inadcquatc. I t  

rcsoiirccs more cl‘ficicntly than  caii the frcc 
miirkct.  

remains the clirninatioii o f  blight. All cconotiiic 
dcvclopriicnt activities must pay lip service 
toward t l ia l  gu;il. Bchintl this fapdc, 
rcdcvclopnicnt has suhsiclizcd giant ictailcrs, 
luxury  lio[cls, golf coiirscs, s[acliunis and even 
ganihling casinos. 

Is there any  cvidcncc that rcdcvclopnicnt has 
pi-oiiiotcd ccotioi i i ic dcvclolimcnt iii bliglitctl 
;1rcas’! 

66 

local cconomy. i t  ;\SSLltlleS that  the frcc 

prcsulllcs t11:1t govcrnment plallncrs call allocatc 

‘rile 1cg~1i ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ) ~ ~  ibr rcdcvciopli1ctit 

NO. 

T11c first systematic statcwiclc analysis or 
rcdcvclopmcnt ngcncics was liublishcd by the 
ptxstigious Puhlic Policy Institute of California 
in 1098, cntitlcd 3’rrh.sidi~iiig I ~ c c f c . v c ~ l o ~ ~ r i i e i i t  iiz 
Ctr I i jLni iir . Vct cran rcscarchcr M icliacl Dard ia 
coml7xcd I 14 different rcclcvclopmcnt prqjcct 
arcas t o  siniiiar iicighhorlioods outside of 
rcdcvclopmcnt arciis, from I983 to 1996. 

T he repo rt c o tic 1 u d cd t 11 ;it rcclcvcl op I lie t i  t 

activities wcrc not  responsible for any net 
cconoriiic gi-owth o r  increase i n  property taxes, 

atid t ha t  they were ;I nct drain o n  public 
rcsourccs. As thc report’s title suggests, Dardia 
concluded tha t  t-ccicvclopnicnt was being 
suhsidizcd by taxes clt-:iincd from the schools, 
the state and special districts. 

In  liis rcsenrcli, Dardia had the f u l l  co- 

opcrntion of the California l<cdcvclopiiicnt 
Association. which approved liis iiicthoclology 
aiid confirmcd liis data. Whcn his conclusiciti 
was rcachcd, Iiowcvcr, the CliA I~lns(ccl tlic 
report and tried to have i t  huricd. Yet i t  cannot 
re fit tc t he c mc 1.g i ng t lit t li : rcdcvcl o p tiicii t clocs 
not work. 

S i in i M y ,  the 1,o.s Aiigc’lcs Tiriws ( J  ;I ti uary 
30, 2000) published ;I detailed study sliowitig 
the North l-lolly\vood Rcdcvcloptiict1t I ’ I - o ~ c c ~  
AIGI‘S 2 0 - y ~ ~ ,  $ 1  17 inillion CITOII h i 1 d  

pmditccd no net hcncfits liw tlic coiiiiiiutiity. 
The Tirrlcs coti1p;it‘cd Nor th  1 lollywood to 

tcn other socio-cconoiii ical I y idciit ical ;m:is i II 
Los Angclcs that had iio i.cclcvclol,iiicnt, 
including Van Nuys, Mar Vistii iiiitl Venice. 
“Although they rcccivccl tio 1-cclcvclopiiicnt 
tiioncy . must o f  the conipat-i son arc:is rc,g i s l c i d  

iinprovcincnts in iticotiic iitld povcIty IaIcs cil1l;il 

o r  better than the heavily lunclctl Nor111 
Hollywood project wx,” the r.cpoi-t coiicluclcd. 

Census  c ~ a t a  con firin tlic conclusions o f  i ~ i c  
Puhlic Policy Institute and Los Ai i~qclc .~  Tiiric~s. 
A 10-year coiiip;irisoti ( 1970- 1989) 01‘ 
redcvclopmcnt and non-rcdcvclopincllt cit ics 

shows no rict per-capita iticonic gains clue to 
rcdcvclopmcnt activity (Table 8 .  I ). 

Pairing similar citics by ;iIc;i, size and 
inconic, sliows thosc witlioul rcclcvclopiiiciil 
posted grcatcr gains in  living st;ind;iid tl ian 

t hosc w i th ~-cdcvclopmc ti I (‘l-:iblc 8.2). 
Redcvclopmcnt’s cxtrcmc bias in  kivor 01’ 

retail atid against industry has crcatccl low wage 
johs at the expense of skillctl woi-kci-s. I (  
subsidizes big box stores selling largely 
iinportcd goods a t  the cxpciisc ol‘ American 
in an u fact u r i 11 g jobs . 

t 

4 

t 
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The Myth of Economic Development 

licdcvclopmcnt apologists and lobbyists 
coiiii(cr with prcity pictures of new stadiums 
and shopping malls. Surcly, with all thc moncy 
s p i t ,  soiiic nice new buildings have bccn 
cotiiplctctl. But their cvitlciicc of success is 
piti-cly :iiiccdotal. ‘The evidence of failure is in 
tlic nunibcrs. A11 objective cornparison st uclics 

~-cdcvcIopiiicnl activity docs NOT gcncratc 
cconoriiic dcvclopmcnt and docs NOT eliiiiinatc 
bl ig h t . 

h il v c s I1 O W  11 t Ii ;I I ;I gg reg c s t ~ L C W  i d c 

This should come as no suipisc  cvcli io thc 

Evcrywhcrc i i i  the wol-Id, thosc coiiii1rics that 
respect propcrty rights and ftcc coiisiimcr choicc 
o i i  tpcr for  m l hose that put cco noiii  i c dcc i s i o i i  s in  
tlic hands of burcaiicrmi. 

It  is ironjc that c \u i  as wc cncoul.agc 1‘0l.111cr 
Soviet bloc govcrnmcnts to lrcc t l ~ c ~ t  
ccoiiomics, we increasingly cn~aiigle our locd 
and slate govcriiiiicnts in  economic pol icw  hat 
have repeatedly failed clscwhcrc. 

II lOSt  ardent rcdcvclopmcnt l7oosicrs. 

c 

“Isn’t economic development great?” 
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The Myth of Economic Development 

TABLE 8.1 

Per-Capita Income Growth 
Redevelopment vs. Non-Redevelopment Cities 

140% 

120% 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 

Cities Cities 
with Red eve1 o pme n t without Redevelopment 

This survey reflects the 3 I 3  cities with rcclevelopinent agencies, and the 10 I cities without redcvclopiicnt ;igciicics. 

froin 1970-80. Cities incorporated after I979 are not included. 

SOURCE: United Statcs Census Bureau. State Controller 
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The Myth of Economic Development 

TABLE 8.2 
Personal Income Growth Comparison Between 

Cities With and Without Redevelopment 
A Reg/on-by-Reg/on Per-Capfa Income Growfh Survey 

Among Cilies of Comparable Size and Sooo-Economic Levels, 1979- 1989 

LOS ANGELES BASIN: 

Status City 1979 1989 Growth 

NO Redevelopment Gardena $7,911 $14,601 85% 

HAS Redevelopment Hawthorne $8,097 $1 4,842 a3y0 

N 0 Redevelopment Artesia $6,520 $1 2,724 95% 

HAS Redevelopment lnglewood $6,962 $1 1,899 71 yo 

BAY AREA: 

Status City 1979 1989 Growth 

NO Redevelopment Benicia $9,312 $20,663 122% 

HAS Redevelopment Alameda $9,288 $1 9,833 1 14% 

CENTRAL VALLEY: 

Status City 1979 1989 Growlh 

NO Redevelopment Lodi $7,691 $1 4,638 90% 

HAS Redevelopment Chico $6,065 $1 0,584 74% 

SMALL CITIES: 

Status 

4 

Citv 1979 1989 Growth 

NO Redevelopment Etna 

HAS Redevelopment Industry 

$4,812 $9,333 9 4 O/O 

$4,539 $7,853 73% 

SOURCE U.S. Ccnsus Bureau, California State Controller’s Officc 
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9 - Housing Scam 

By st;i~c law, rccicvclopmcnt :igciicics must 
spend 20% ol‘ their hudgcts on housing. This 
housing set-aside f u n d  was in~cndcd lo improvc 
the qudity and expand the supply of low cost 
Iiou si ng . 

I n  rcality. liowcvcr, most agcncics resist 
spcndtng money on new housing. When they 
do, the funds ;ire often sqit;tndc~-cd on high-cost 
prci-jccts that enrich developers, and often 
displace more people than they house. 

Anaheini proposed to “improve” its working 
class Jcffi-cy-Lynne neighborhood by forcing 
existing apartincnt owners to sell to Southcrn 
California I-Iousing Corp. (headed by ex- Mayor 
and Senator John  Seymour). Half of the units 
will be dcmolishcd, over 400 tenants will be 
evicted and those that remain will see their rents 
doubled. Public subsidy: $54 million. 

A gcn c y 
tlc 11 10 1 i s hc tl i t s c ti I i I-c do w ti t ow ti IT s i dc t i  I i a1 area, 
using cniincn~ doinitin to lOt-cc out hundrcds of 
I ow cr - i nc o nic I-cx i den I s . M uch of i t s hou s i t i  g 
nioncy has since txcn spent on mixed-use 
pro.jccts tIii1t ;IIX  ally I I I O I C  conimcrcial that1 
rcsidcntial. Thc agency recently gave $649,000 
I it housing funds to a largely retail dcvclopment 
t1i:it will includc only cight l o f t  aparlmcnts. 

Exlicr, Urea dlocatcd $30 million in housing 
I‘unds for  ;I str-cct witlcning. 

Maiiy othcr iigcticics find crcalivc ways to 
“lau ndcr” t hc i I‘ Iioiis i ng mo tic y i ti t o coni nicrc i al 
and othcl- uses. 

Wlicn agencies do builtl Iiousing, tllcy 
often displace tlic  xio or through “6cn~ri lication.” 
I,os A t i  gc 1 cs ’ no to r i oil s 13 11 t i  kc r I4 i 11 12 rojcc t 
riizcd ; in olclcr ncigliborlio~~d, tqdclc with 
vintage Victorian homes, and I-cplaccd it  with 
costly high-rise apartnicnts and condos. 

7’ h c U re a R cd c v c I o p in c n t 

Indian Wells ccrt ainly docs not want any 
working-class people i n  ils gated city of 
~iiansions aiid golf coiirscs. The Indian Wells 
Rcdcvelopmcnt Agency has Iricd to  tr;insfcr all 
of its housing funds to ncarby Coachclla, ;I 

largely poor Latino comniunity. The State 
Department of IHousing and Coinmunity 
Dcvclopment has since rulcd the Iriinsfcr is 

use 20% of its annual property tax incrwiciit [or 
itl‘i~l-dable housing within its 1xjldct.s. Indian 
Wells has uscd redcvclopmcnt funds t o  build 

many low wagc woi-kcrs who arc willioiit 
affordable Iiousing bccaitsc it shirks its 
responsibility.” 

Many cities simply rcfusc lo spend any ol’ 
the required 20%) on housing. Thc Cily 01’ 
I nd 11 st ry ’ s ag grcs s i vc 11 sc o 1‘ rcdcvc 1 o 1’ I i ic i i I li ;is 
built shopping malls and auto plazas, yet not 
one new housing uni t  has hccn bui l t  ~licrc i n  rhc 
ngcncy’s history. 

Dcspitc the 20% rcquirenicnt, tlic 1099-2000 
State Controller‘s Report sum~iiary (page 254) 

~nodcratc inconic housing. 
Of the money which i s  spent, one fifl l i  of all 

funds are eaten up  by administrative ovcrlicad, 
mostly tor agency staff salai-ies, while only 18% 
act LI a1 1 y goc s toward new ho u s i t 1 g c o 1 I s t riic I ion , 

‘I- he, Cali forn ia Rcdcvclop me ti t Association 
has long lobbied the Icgislaturc I‘or the 
c I i m i nat i o t i  of t lie lioiis i ng I-cq it i re men t . 
Housing advocates have bccn ahlc to keep the 
20% tiiandatc, but have coiiic to realize t l ia l  i t  
has donc nothing to help low-wage earners o r  
expand low-cost housing. Like much clsc in 
rcdcvclopmcnt, the original i ntcnt has been 
ignored . 

illegal, that “Indian Wells has the oblig, <I t ’  l o l l  to 

11pscalc holels and golf courscs lhal cniploy 

shows barely 2% was spent on low and 

1 
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P 
Tl1c real cffcct of  I-cdcvcloplllcllt has bccn A s1ii1.t away froti1 sales t ax  1-cliaiice to 

to increase housing costs statewide. To makc 

taliciiways, school districts havc lcvicd ncw 
Ices on rcsiclcntial dcvclopmcnt. Cities arc 
happy to siihsidizc infrasiriiciurc for rclail 
ccntcrs, then shil't thc h i -den  to iicw housing. 
C o  m me rc i a 1 d eve lop mc t i  t s a re s i i  bs i d i zccl , 
w hi Ic rcs idcnt ial clcvelop me ti t  s face risi ng 
fees f.(ll. streets, ScWcI-s, water and schools, 
ol'tcn f a r  beyond their clit-cct impact. 

1117 f o r  losscs lo rcdcvclopmcnt propcr'1y lax 
~iropcrty tax would hc ;I first step in  tiiorc 

i t  ffoi-clah Ic Iioii s i i i  g . c' i t i cs w oii I cl be re wa I-dctl 
lOr mi nla  i n i ng q i i d  i t  y rcs itlcii ii ;I I : i i~as,  
i.atl1cr thi l t i  simply luring iiiorc retail. New 

wclcomcd 21s new ~ ~ r o p c i ~ y  tax contributors. 
This will happen i l '  cities rcly less on s d c s  

taxes and rcccivc a greater share 01' local 

must be spcnl on infrasirtIc(1irc and piiblic 

llolllcs would no( be s~'1l''"cci ;Is ;I bul.dcn, hut 

properly taxes. But thcsc ncw propcr'1y taxes 

r -  safety, and n o t  siphoned away h y  I ~ i c  fiscalization of  land cisc tics up too 
rcdcvclopincnt agencies. I t i  tlic incant i me. much 11 I-ope 1-1 y i n  corn mcrc i a1 zo tics, thus 
rcdcvclopmcnt remains an unnccdcd cxtr;~ keeping out needed housing. The actual 
layer ol'govcrnmcnt, which has only added lo red cvc 1 o p 1. nc n t - f 11 n dcd 110 u s  i t i  g that is 17 11 i 1 t 
housing costs statcwide. may gentrify an area, but tlic poor residents 

arc simply shifted clsewherc. 
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10 - Eminent Domain for Private Gain 

N o r  sliall private property be taken for 
public use without just compensation”. Thus 
the Bill of Rights specifies the only purpose 
for eminent domain: “public use”. 

Since then, government has used eminent 
domain to accpirc land for public use. Roads, 
schools, parks, military bases, and police 
stations werc essential public facilities that 
took priority over individual property rights. 
Private real estate transactions, on the other 
hand, were always voluntary agreements 
between individuals. 

Redeveloprnent has changed all that. 
Under rcdevclopment, “public use” now 

includes privately owncd shopping centers, 
auto malls and movie theaters. “Public use” is 
now anything ;I favored developer wants to do 
with another individual’s land. Eminent 
domain is used to effect what once were 
p u re1 y private t ran sac ti o ns . 

In  a typical rcdeveloprnent project, a 
developer is given an “cxclusivc negotiating 
agrcernent”, or tlie sole right to develop 
property still owned by others. Once such an 
agreement is made, small property owners are 
pressured to sell to tlic redevelopment 
agency, which acquires the land on behalf of 

public hearing to determine “public need and 
nccessity” to iinpose eminent domain. By law, 
this must be an impartial hearing. In reality, 
thc agency has already coniniitted itself to 
acquire the property for the developer, so the 
outcome is certain. 

w h o l e  areas of cities have been acquired, 
demolished and handed over to developers to 
recreate in their own image. Historic 
buildings, local businesses and unique 
neighborhoods are replaced by generic 
developnicnts devoid of the special flavor that 
once gave coinmunitics tlicir identities. 

6 6  

the developer. If refllsed, the agency holds a 

Typical is the cxpcricnce of Anahcim. 
Having dcmolislied its historic central 
business district in thc tnid- 1070’s, thc 
redevelopment agency rccently Iiirccl 
consultants to help restore tlic itlcntity of ;I 

downtown that no longer exists. ‘“l’lic 
complete ci.adication of thc t~-nditioiial 
business district has left nothing IOr the 
community to relate to ;IS tlicir tlowntown”, 
admits an internal city mcnio. 

‘ ‘ Kcdc ve 1 o pnie t i  t ni can s t he hu I I doze 1‘s air 
coming,” said Jack Kyscr, cliiefcconomist I’oI- 
the Los Angcles County IJconomic 
Dcvelopmenl Corp., (Januai-y 30, 2000, [,.A. 
Tinics). “A lot o f  (imc you displace business. 
Once you do that it’s toiigh to r e l ~ i ; ~ c  tlictii.” 

Small property owiicrs Iiavc little cli~iiicc 
to participate in 1-cdcvclopiiicnt ~irojccts. 
Cons 11 1 t ants and I-cdcve I o 17 me 11 I p 1 an 1 i c  1.s 
pi-cfcr to work with one huge p;u.ccl unclct- ;I 

sing lc ow ~icrsliip. En[ rcprciicu rs ai i t l  

homeowners just get in the way. 

Typically, i t  is sniall fiiinily-owiicti 
businesses that i11-c targctcd 1)i. cinincnt 
domain. The Vcltri family ran a popiilx 
Italian restaurant f o r  years in  downtown 13rca. 
Forcibly acquired and dcmolislicd h y  tlic 
agency, a Yoshinoya Bcef Bowl tiow stiintls i n  
its place. Across tlie street, the Vcga I‘aiiiily 
saw its service station condciiincd and 
demolished to make way for brcw-pub. Arc 
teriyaki and beer more of a “puhlic iisc” than 
pasta and gasoline‘? Appropriatcly, thc Urea 
Redevelopment Director later hccmc tlic 
pi-csiden t of the Cali lorn ia Rctlcvclopnicnt 
Association. 

Ralph Cato saw his Frcsno homc 
condemned to provide land lor a RoxI‘oi-d 
Foods turkey proccssi ng pl atil, which wcti t 
bankrupt a few ycars later. Cato iicvcr got his 
house hack. 

4 
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Eminent Domain for Private Gain 

Tlic CRA touts tlic aggressive use o f  
ciiiincnt domai ti i n  Its nionthly IZcdcvclol,iiicrzt 
.Jourmt/. A Scptctiibcr I999 article, with Lhc 
i ro t i  i c head 1 i nc “Em i ncn t Do m a1 n I-Ie 1 ps 
Citizens,” boasts “Wclls Fai-go Bank was one 
of the existing tenants of the 1,os Altos 
Shopping Center (Long 13cacIi) hclpcd by 
c m i ncn t do mai ti .” J it s 1 how iisi ng c m i ncn t 
domain lo benefit ;I multi-billion dollar bank 
“helps citizens” is not  cxplaincd. 

‘I‘hc s;mc article details how cmincnt 
domain was used i n  North Ilollywood to 
forcibly acquire a “brakc shop, a gas station 
and small apai-tinent building” to make way 
for a Carl‘s JI-. and ;I Pollo Loco. Why is fast 
food mot-c of ;I “public use” t h a n  housing or 

Redc vc 1 o p mcn t s I ;I f f at t end pro fc ss ion a I 
seminars promoting the cvcr-expanding iisc of 
cniincnt doinain. Consultants explain how to 
pay the victims - ncarly always sniall 
busiiicsscs lrnci homcowncrs - ;IS little ;IS 

1x1 s s i I> I c . 

F ort u n ate I y courts arc bcc o 111 in  g t n ore 
willing to slop cinincn[ domain ahusc. I n  
Fcbi-uiiry 2000, t ic 1,:incaster Rcclcvclopmcnt 

Agency condcmncd a 99 Cents Only Store 
solely to acquire the land for a Costco. Dnvc 
Gold, CEO of99 Cents Only Stores Corp. (80 
locations statewide) counter sued for violation 
of his 5‘’’ Aincndmcnt property rights. “ ~ e  
don’t want coinpensation. We j u s t  want to 
stay wllcrc wc are”, Gold told the agency. 

On June 27, 200 I ,  the U S .  District C h r t  
rulcc-I thilt the cniincnt domain action was 
illegal. In his 17-page ruling, Fedcral Juclgc 
Stephen V.  Wilson wrote that the Lancastcr 
action was a “naked translcr of property from 
one private party to anothcr”. 

IZcc lc~~e l~~~~i i zC i~ t  Agcncj, case will encourage 
otliers to defend their property against illcgal 
t a k i n gs . It has cxp 0 s  cd the ct nco n s t i t i i  t io I 1 a1 
abuse of cmincnt domain that lies at the heart 
of rcdcvclopment coercion. 

n c  99 ccrlts ol l i j l  stores Ltrrzccrslo- 

11 1’3 kc safe t y ? 

“What’s mine is mine. . . and what’s yours is mine!” 
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11 - The Redevelopment Establishment 

Rectcvc~optiicnt is an entrenclied special 
interest. It  thrives on contributions from i ts  
beneficiaries and from lack of awareness of the 
gcncral public. Its advocatc is thc California 
Iicdevcl op nicii t Association, a Sac r;i mcnt o- 
based lobby that sccks to protect and expand 
rcdcvclopment power. 

The CRA’s $ 1  .G annual budget is paid for 
lrom hefty annual dues by both agcncy- 
tncmbcrs a n d  the private firms that profit from 
rcdevclopmcnt. Despite the public tax dollars 
contributed to the CIIA, thc public has no say i n  
CliA operations. Thc CRA is govcrncd by an 
I8-tncmbcr boml. All ;ire rcdcvelopment 
agcncy administrators. None arc clcctcd 
officials. The CRA is operated by and for 
rcdcvclopmcnt insiders. Good public policy is 
the last o f  its concerns. 

T11c CRA is 1iig111y sensitive to t~ic  growing 
public anti legislative rcaction to rcdcvelopment 
abuse. I I s  month 1 y I1 c w s le t tcr, Kcdc v c k p 1  Eel1 I 
.lo1i1-11~1/, brims with advice to redevelopment 
staff on finessing inquit-ics from the, press and 
grand juries. It has repcatcdly criticized 

pcrsoiiidly attached its authors, but has refuted 
none of the factual inforinat ion provided here. 
Mostly it provides photos of new malls and 
shopping centers, accompanied b y  fluff pieces 
frorn rcdcvelopmcnt directors. 

We 1 I aware of 1-cdcvc1opmcn t’ s growing 
ncgative image, the CRA has created the 
“Institute for a Better California,” a pro- 
rcdcveloptncnt public relations front group. 
Operating next to [lie CRA’s Sacramento office, 
the IBC plants friendly stories i n  the mainstream 
press and monitors opposition groups. 

T l i c  CKA lias two core constituencies: 
agency staff mcmhcrs whose salaries derive 
from rcdcvclopment and private busincsscs that 
profit fro i n  rcdcvc I o pnicn t . 

Iicdcvclopment staff controls agency 

R ~ d e  V t ~ l O l ~ t  I I C I  I 1: Tile U/Ik1lol,V1l GO\~c~\1tt1t~tI t ,  and 

agendas and 1-ccommcnds actions. Agency 
membcrs - usually clcctcd city council 
metnbcrs - tend to rely iiiot-e on sta1‘1‘ tliaii 011 

their own judgement. Though sitiiplc in 
principle, I-cdcvclopiiicnt is prcscn~cd ;IS loo 

complex for ordinary clcctcd officials and 
citizens to understand. 

The special interests prof‘iting I‘roin 
redcvclopmcnt are easy to find. The I006 CKA 
Dircc tory, i ncl udcs 25 co m incrc i al dcvclo pc is, 
26 bond brokers, 37 law firms and I 0  I scp:rrntc 
consulting firms. 

The CRA Annual Conli:rcncc i n  San Ilicgo, 
held March IS- 17, 2000, boaslcd 00 corporatc 
sponsors and exhibitors. ‘I’hc main Iwpoxc o f  
such confcrcnccs is to increase husincss lor the 
firms that prey off rcdcvelopment hudgcts. 

Among these arc California’s higgcst 
developers, priciest law firms and Wall Sti-cct’s 

“expertise” they provide lor public ofliciiils is 
always geared toward high debt aiid cxp;incling 
redevelopmetit power. 

F o r  a11 its guile, ~iowcvcr, tlic CKA is p u n y  
compared to the California ‘Tcachcrs 
Association (CTA) and other inkrcst groups 
that could mobilize to 1-cclai in the money 
diverted by redevelopment. Admiltcd one C R A  
cxecutivc, “The largest group we have to fcat- is 
thc CTA, because they arc becoming a w x c  that 
the money the state backfills to schools is 
additional money the schools miglit havc, i f  
they had not lost the money to tax incrcmcnt i n  
the first place.” 

I n  the end, the CRA’s real powcr lics i n  
widespread ignorance of what rcdcvclopincnt is 
and how i t  operates. By law, tcdcvclopmcnt 
agencies arc an arm of state govcrnmcnt, yet 
there is little state oversight. This isolation has 
spawned abuses that would not be tolcratcd i n  
any other government agency. 

most powct-ful brokcragc I~ouscs. ‘IIK 
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‘‘Your gravy train ends here!” 

32 Redevelopment: The Unknown Government 



12 - What You Can Do 

Clcar1y, rcdcvc~opmcnt is out o f  control. 
Under  the thin guise of eliminating blight, 

it cotisiiiiics a growing share of property taxes, 
iiiciii-s ever burgconing debt, spawns sales tax 
w m  aniong cities and tr:iniples on property 
riglitx. Originally crcated as a tctnporary 
iiic;isui'c following World War 11, it  threatens to 
bcconic ;I pcrniaiicnt caiiccr on California's 
political and economic life. Ending 

I'out- Icvcls: 
I c d c ~ ~ ~ O ~ ~ l l l ~ l l ~  LlbllSCS C;Ill be ilJlproXhed 011 

LOCAL ACTIVISM: I f  your city has 
rcdcvclop~ncnt, learn more about it and help 
educate yoitr fellow citizens. Monitor ngcncy 
agendas, challcngc new debt issuances and 
cx pan xi  on o f  11 ro.icc t :ircx. S iipport local small 
bus i tic sscs t h rc ;I t c nctl w i t  li c I i 1 i tic n t d om ai ti and 
fac in  g g i ant t ax -s 11 1)s id i zccl coin pe t i to r s . 

Support clianncling rcdcvclopmcnt funds 
into in frasti-ucturc and real public improvc- 

s pcc i a I i I i t c: rcs t s . 
Encourage y o u r  city to work for co- 

opcrativc salcs I~IX shnring :\grccmcnts with its 
ncighborx. ;IS allowcd for in  Proposition 1 1 . 

I f  YOLII '  city h a s  110 rcdcvclopmcnt, use the 
cxmiplcs of :rhusc lo keep i t  out of your city. 
Wlicrcvcr yoii live, support officcholdcrs and 
c ;I ti d i d at cs who 11 ti tlcrs t a nd rcdcvclop nic ti t and 
C;III niakc thcir own .judgciiiciits independent of 
thosc who p in f i t  by i t .  

S'TA'TISWID15 ACTIVISM: Municipal 
Officials lor Rcclcvclolmcnt Refoi-m (MORR) 

Ed ucat ion ( C  CJ l i  E) ;ire two st atcw icic nc t works 
c o 111 111 i t t ccl spec i fi c a I I y to c i i  d i ii g red cv  el op iiicn t 
;thu sc . 

Tlic 
Ui~k i ior i v i  (;O\'( ' i . i i i i i ( ' i ir .  which is available to a l l  
c lcc~ccl olTic i a1 s atid ci I izc t i  groups. 

111 c ti t s , ;\ 11 d ;IW >\y f10 111 d cvc 1 SIX I' h L\ t1d -OU t s  id 

:itid Ciil i l.ot-t1 t;IIlS Uni  tcd f o r  R c d c ~ c l ~ p ~ ~ ~ c t i t  

M 0 I< I< pit b 1 i s lies IZcdc vcl olwi C I  I I: 

MORR also liolds its CalifortiiaConf~rcncc 
on Rcdcvclopnient Abuse, held twice annually; 
spring i n  the Los Angcles area, and fall i n  the 
Bay Area. Altcndcd by legislators. IawycIs, 
mayors and activists, the confabs provide 
needed information - and inspiration - for- 
thosc fighting redcvelopmcnt abuse. Call 7 I4- 
87 1-9756 101- the tipcc>tiiing conference nearest 
you, or for additional copies of this publication. 

CURE is an a l l  volunteer network, 
providing contacts among the many locally- 
based activist groups tlii-oiigliout the state. Call 
323-567-6737 to get involved. 

I,EGAI, CHAI,LENGI<: County and 
school officials intist be more aggi-cssivc i n  
appc;iling rcdcvclopnicnt tax diversions. Grand 
Juries must broaden tlicit- prohcs into 
rcdcvclopment. As the California S talc Supreiiic 
Court bccomcs iiiorc protective of  Ixopcrty 
rights, cmincnl domain abuses can he more 
successfully cliallcngcd. A growing number of 
public interest lawyers arc willing to defend 
small property owners against rcdcvclopmcnt 
agencies . 

STATE LEGISI,ATllON: Rcdcvclopmcnt 
is a layer of governnient created by the state, 
and has no powers other than thosc granted by 
the state. I t  is wholly within the powers of the 
state legislature and govcriior to I-cfomi, alter o r  
abolish. The lollowing issiics niusl he 
addressed: 

Emirtent Dortiaiii: Controls must bc placed 
on the widespread abuse of eminent domain. 

Sales TaxReforni: Sonic type of per-capita 
salcs t ax  disburscmcnt would end predatory 
rcdevclopniient and return cities to an c q ~ i d  
footing. Assured of a stable I-cvcnuc flow based 
on its population size, cities could concentrate 
on providing basic services, rather than 
subs id i z i ng tie w h ii  s i ncs scs . 
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What You Can Do 

f h h f  Control: Milkc rcdcvclopmcnt debt 
xu\,jcct to voter approv;il. This would limit debt 
is\u;incc and makc agencies nioi-c publicly 
;iccou I1 t able. 

MaIl(l(Il0r-y SIcIILSets: ‘111~ i lO-yca~ S U I I S C ~  

law niiist bc given teeth and cnforccd. If 
I-cclcvclopmcnt agencies truly Iiavc climinatcd 
hlight, then thcrc sliould be no further nccd for  
t hc1n. 

M~iiiy rcdcvclopiiicnt bills arc introcluced 
i n t o  tlic lcgislnt~irc cvcry year. The tiiost 
signilicanl rcccnt law is AB 178, by 
Asscmhly man ‘Tom Tor-liikson (D-Martinez) and 
signcd 11y C;ovci-nor Davis in  Dcccmbcr, 1999. 
I t  1-ccluircs any city using public Inoncy to lure 
a w a y  ;iii existing business f r o m  ;I neighboring 
C I I ~  miist rciiiibursc tha t  city for half  the sales 
~ i i x c s  lost. City victimized b y  prcdalory 

Iiall‘ the los t  salcs (axes. 

Numc~roiis icccnt srudics and lcgislativc 
coiiiniissionx h a w  concluded tha t  rcdcvelop- 
iiiciit :il-tiisc iiiust bc addressed within the nccd 
1.01. cotill”-cliciisivc state and local fiscal reform: 

SMART I<eport: State Controller Kathlccn 
(’oiincll’s 2 1 -niciiihcr Stace Municipal Advisoiy 
‘l‘caiii (SMART) published its 1999 report, 
G ~ , r i c r ~ ~ / / i r i ~ q  / < o \ ~ ( ~ r i i ~ o  ji)r- M ~ ~ r l i c ~ i p i l l  S‘c/.i~icc‘.s, 
ixxo 111 nic n tl i n g ;I 1 0- y c ;II‘ pli ascd - i n per-cap i t a 

rcclcvclo~,mcnt Inay l l 0 W  SllC t o  rccovcr u p  to 

xalcs lax  lor lnul ; l .  and a greater share of the 

j7ropcrty tax for cities. 
Wilson/I-Iertzl>erg Comniissiori: ‘Thc 14- 

mcmbcr- bi-partisan Commission on L~ci l l  
Govcrliancc for ttic 2 1 st Century rclcascd i t s  

222-page report, Groivlli Wilhiu Boirrid.~, in 
January, 2000. I t  noted with alarm thc douldiiig 
of rcdevclopriicnt wca acreage (Table 3.2), and 
“rcconinicnds that the point-of-sale allocation of 
the salcs tax bc revised to mitigate its cffcct on 
thc ‘fiscalization of land use’ and that thc 
allocation for  property taxcs be incrcascd to 
more pro pc r t y - rc 1 a t  c d 
services.” 

Speaker’s Commission: ‘I’hcn-Speaker 
An ton i o V i 11 ar ai g ( 1s a’ s Coin 111 i ss i o t i  on S t a t c 
and Local Govern mcnl conducted regional 
hearings throughout the state. At its hearing at 
Cal State Fullcrton, MORR representative and 
Fullerton Councilman Chris Not-by gave the 
open i ng t cs t i ni on y . ‘r hc co m i i i  is s i on ci I t i  ni at cl y 
called f a -  reforms in the state-city 1isc;il 
rcl at ionsh i 17. 

ITIC Studies: ‘Tlic San Francisco-based 
Public Policy Institute 01’ California Ins 
produced two t-cccnt seminal rcporls: 
Sirbsidizirzg licdevelopiiieiit iri Cdjforr i ici  
(Michael Dardia, 1998) and Cullfoi-iiki mid l l i c  

Locnl S d c s  Tcix (Paul Lewis & Elisa Bai-hour, 
1999). Both note the fiscal distortions caused by 
rcdcvclopmcnt, and call on the Icgislatul-c lor  
nccdcd reforms. 

co ii i  p I etc 1 y f u  n d 

N e w  1ills will certainly inttwluccci i n t o  

t lie lcgi s I aturc, based on the rcco iii nicncl a( i 011s 
o l t hcsc co ti1 m i ss i oiis . C i t i LC n s i i ~ i  s t I ct t hc i l- 
state representatives know of their support for  
cnding rcdevclopnicnt abuse with the context of 
statc and local Ciscal reform. 

Many legislators still need to he ed~icatcd 
about rcdcvelopiiicnt by Lhei r const i tucn ts  
through letters, phone calls, faxes :ind lestimony 
before key comiiiittccs. As new term limits take 
effect, legislators will hopefully focus more on 
cloi 11 g the ri gh t t li i ng , and I on g- t c I ni re I at ion - 
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What You Can Do 

ships with lobbyisls will he less iriipor1ant. 
Equ;illy import an^ will be tlic impact of 

education advocates oiice they realize how 
I-cdcvclopmcn I rcven iics can bc rcdircctcd into 
C al i fo rli i a ' s 13 11 b 1 i c sc li oo 1 s . T tic c o nib i lied 
political clout o f  thc Califoi-nia Tcachcrs 
Association ant1 thc CaliCornia School Boards 
Ass oc i i1 I i o 11 d w :I I' I S  t 11 :i t ~l t IIC I - C ~  cvc 1 o p IIIC 11 t 
cstahlishmcnt. 

0 17 1x1 s i t i  o n I o rcdcvc 1 o p I nc 11 t i s grow i lig 
and cuts ;icIoss partisan lines. 11 iiicludcs pro- 
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13 - Reclaiming Redevelopment Revenue 

Publ ic  money s ~ i o u ~ t ~  be spent to scrvc and 
protect the puhlic, nor enrich private interests. 
‘The $ I .!I hillioii III propci ty taxes ciirrcntly 
tlivci tcd by rcdcvclopnncnt agencies can  bc 
rcclai mctl to meet real tiumaii need\. 

or ballot initiative. We should do so. 

Red eve1 op nicn t age nc ics arc , by 1 a w , a r  tiis 
of state government. By legislation or initiative, 
the state has ultimate control over thcsc public 
monies. It is time they were rcstorcd to serve the 

s t a t e  govcrnmcnt has ful l  powers over all 
367 redevelop men t agencies in Cali fornia. 
‘Though atlministcrcd locally, thcsc agencies arc 
1cg;illy and collcctivcly an ai-m of state 
govcrnmcnt, and can be rcformcd directly hy the 
leg i s 1 at i i  rc or st ate w ide i n  i t  i a t  i vc. 

Building shopping malls, auto dealerships 
and pro sports stadiuiiis is a proper function of 
the fi-cc niarkct. I f  tlicrc is ;I market [or  them, 
they will all he built, with 01- without 
govci-n iiic n t sit bs i tl y . Pi1 13 I ic in  frast ruc t u re, 
public education aiid public sarcty, however, arc 
st at c rcspons i bi 1 i t ics . 

We, tlic voters o f  California, have the 
powci- to redirect rcdcvclopmcnt funds back into 
serving the public, either through our legislative 

public. 
What could we do with the restored 

property taxes currently diverted to 
rcdevclopment schcrncs? What could we do 
with the additional $ 1  .9 billion per year? 

PROPEIU‘Y TAX KESTOIL4TION: ’I’hc 
property taxes (9; 1.9 billion annually) could bc 
returned to public education and local 
go vcr n me n t . C u rrcn t 1 y Pub 1 i c S c hoo 1 s rccc I vc  
57% of all property taxes statewide, Countics 
receive 21%. Cities receive 12% and Spccial 
Districts rcccivc 10% (before rcdevelopiiicnt 
takes its share). Without rccicvelopmcnt, rlic 
rcstorcd tax rcvcnucs would thcn be shai cd 
acco Id i rig 1 y : 

TABLE 13.1 
Annual Revenue Gains by Public Entity 

With Restored Property Taxes 

K-12 Public Schools: 

Counties: 21% = $399 million 

Cities: 12% = $228 million 

Special Districts: 10% = $1 90 million 

57% = $1.083 billion 

$1.9 billion 

4 
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Reclainirng Redeveloprrlenl Revenue 

With $ 1  .083 billion addcd annually to 
scliool funcling, over 20,000 teachers could bc 
hirccl, rcducing class size, adding after scliool 
pro gra iii s ;I t i  d in d i v i du  a1 t u to r i ii g . 

With an addcd $627 million, cities a n d  
counties could hire 13,000 mot-c police and 
sheriff's oll'iccrs, buy 30 niillioii more lihrary 
hooks, i niprove p;ir;itiicdics o r  cxpmcl youth 
scl-viccs. 

INlX4STRUCTUKII: FUND: Iiatlicr than 
add public pcrsonncl, tlic $1.9 billion could be 
dcdicatcd to tiiaintai ning and inipoving piiblic 
infrastructure. Current estimates run ;IS high ;is 

$30 billion i n  tii;ijor repairs need to our streets, 
h r i d gcs , s i d cw a1 ks and w a tc r s y s t c ins. 'r he 
unknown dcmands of tlic current clcctricity 
crisis t'iit-thcr strain the budget. Add school 
repairs and tlic nccds are cvcn ~iiorc staggering. 

lieclirccting the $1.9 billion currently 
diverted hy redcveloprncnt agencies into 
s t ;I t c w i de i t i  l1.a s t ru c t ti rc w ou  Id I i i  i t  kc u p for 
years in dcfcn-cd maintenance witlioiit raising 
taxes. I t  would provide local governtiicnt with 
thc f i i n d x  ~iccdcd to fix their streets and 
cl;lss1~oo111s. 

T I i c  ot-iginal rationale o f  rccicvc~optncnt 
was to climinatc blight. I t  was ;i temporary f ix  
1.0 1- a cc Ill po I-ilr y p rob I c I l l .  Iicdcvc lop tile I1 1 

i agencies were ticvcr siippcwxl to 1io:u-d ;in cvcr- 
I growing slice 0 1  pt-oipcrty taxes indcl'initcly. L,c.t 

them share i t  now. 1 

More importrintly, how better will blight j 
real I y be c I i ti1 i t i  at ccl '! B y bu i Id i ng I 110 re 
c o I ii 11 ic  rc i ;I I 13 y c I i c  o i i  i ~ i  g i i 1 g 
California co~isut i ic Is to huy cvcr tiiorc 
tiicrcliatitlisc'! Or by hcttcr ccluciititig o i t r  

childrcn? What good arc iicw NFL xt;idiutiis in 
Snn Francisco, Los Angclcs o r  Sat1 Dicgo. i f  our 
streets atid water systcms arc crurnbling? 

Any true fiscal rcIortii milst incluclc t ~ i c  

restoration of property takes now clivci-tcd hy 
rcdcvclopment agencies. I n  atid i t  ion, re to txii o I' 
the sales tax will rctiiovc tlic motivc for tlic 
co m nicrc i ;I I IT 1'0 r ti1 

coinmissions (Chapter 10) have ;ilso 

properly taxes ~issurctl foI cities. I n  wli:itcvcr 
form change occurs. rcdcvclopmcnt will have 110 

long-term future i n  ;I systcm ot- rat tonal 

WIicn redcvcloptiicnt is 1ii11y ttticlcrxtood, 

change will conic quickly. Wlicti i t  is tio longcr- 
The Ur I kr I o w r ~  Go vc rr z r  r I cr I 1 ,  po I i c i c s pro I 1 10 I i ti g 
fiscal respo nsihi 1 i t y , ft-cc cii t crpr i sc anc l  I'rii r play 
for all Californians will finally he tutored. 

! 

t lc vc I o p I iic t i  t '? 
I 

, 
I 

s ti 17s id i c s . S cvc r;i 1 

rccommcndctl ;I grc~ilcl~ sl1ar-c o f  gcl1cl~:Il 

govcrnmct1t fin;lllcC. 
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MUNICIPAL OFFICIALS FOR 
REDEVELOPMENT REFORM 
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Please immediately confirm receipt 
of this fax by calling 333-6702 

CITY OF LODI 
P.O.BOX 3006 

LODI, CALIFORNIA 95241-1910 

ADVERTISING INSTRUCTIONS 

SUBJECT: SET PUBLIC HEARING FOR OCTOBER 3,2001 
TO CONSIDER UPDATING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES FOR WATER, 
WASTEWATER COLLECTION, STORM DRAINAGE, STREETS, POLICE, FIRE, 
PARKS AND RECREATION, AND GENERAL CITY FACILITIES, AND AMENDING 
TITLE 15, SECTION 64 OF THE LODI MUNICIPAL CODE 

PUBLISH DATE@): SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 8,2001 
SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 22,2001 

TEAR SHEETS WANTED: Three (3) please 

SEND AFFIDAVIT AND BILL TO: SUSAN BLACKSTON, CITY CLERK 
City of Lodi 
P.O. Box 3006 
Lodi, CA 95241-1910 

DATED: SEPTEMBER 6,2001 

ORDERED BY: 

JENNIFER M. PERRIN 
DEPUTY CITY CLERK 

Faxed to the Sentinel at 369-1084 at (time) On (date) -(pages) 
Sharon Phoned to confirm receipt of all pages at -(time) ~ Jac J e n  (initials) 

formsbdvinsdoc 



NOTICE OF PUBUC HEARING 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on Wednesday, 
October 3 2001 at the hwr of 7:OO pm. or as 
soon themafter as the maner may be heaid, the 
City Council will conduct a Public Hearing at the 
Carnegie Forum, 305 West Pine Street, Lodi, to 
consider the following matter: 

a) Updating Development Impact Fees For 
Water, Wastewater Collection, Storm Drain a, 
Streets, Police, Fire, Parks And Recreaflon B$nd 
General City FaciliNes, And Amending Title 75, 
Sedion 64 of The Lodi Municipal Code 
lnformatlon regardlng this item may be obtained in 
the office of the Public Works Department 
Director, 221 West Pine Street, Lcdi, Califomta. All 
interested person$ are invited to present their 
views and comments on this matter. Written siate- 
ments may be filed with the City Clerk at any time 

’ prior to the hearing scheduled herein, and oral 

PUBLtC NOTICE 
someone else raised at the Public Hearing 
descrlbed in tMs notlce or in written correspon- 
dence delivered to the City Clerk 221 West Pine 
Street, at or prior to the Public H&ring. 
By Order of the Lodi Cih, Council: 
Susan J. Blackston 
City Clerk 
Dated: September 6, 2001 
Approved as (0 bnn: 
Randall A. Hays 
ctty An 
Sew. @J, - 3684 

- -  



DECLARATION OF POSTING 

On Thursday, September 6, 2001 in the City of Lodi, San Joaquin County, California, a 
copy of Notice of Public Hearing of the City Council of the City of Lodi to consider 
Updating Development Impact Fees For Water, Wastewater Collection, Storm Drainage, 
Streets, Police, Fire, Parks And Recreation , And General City Facilities, And Amending 
Title 15, Section 64 Of The Lodi Municipal Code (attached hereto, marked Exhibit “A”) 
was posted at the following four locations: 

Lodi Public Library 
Lodi City Clerk’s Office 
Lodi City Hall Lobby 
Lodi Carnegie Forum 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on September 6, 2001 , at Lodi, California. 

ORDERED BY: 

SUSAN J. BLACKSTON 
CITY CLERK 

Jennifer M. Perrin 
Deputy City Clerk 

forms\decpost.doc 



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING CITY OF LODI [ Date: October 3,2001 J 
Carnegie Forum 

305 West Pine Street, Lodi Time: 7:OO p.m. 

For information regarding this notice please contact: 
Susan J. Blackston 

City Clerk 
Telephone: (209) 333-6702 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on Wednesday, October 3, 2001 at the hour of 7:OO pm., or as soon 
thereafter as the matter may be heard, the City Council will conduct a Public Hearing at the Carnegie Forum, 
305 West Pine Street, Lodi, to consider the following matter: 

a) Updating Development Impact Fees For Water, Wastewater Collection, Storm Drainage, Streets, 
Police, Fire, Parks And Recreation , And General City Facilities, And Amending Title 15, Section 64 
Of The Lodi Municipal Code 

Information regarding this item may be obtained in the office of the Public Works Department Director, 221 
West Pine Street, Lodi, California. All interested persons are invited to present their views and comments on 
this matter. Written statements may be filed with the City Clerk at any time prior to the hearing scheduled 
herein, and oral statements may be made at said hearing. 

If you challenge the subject matter in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone 
else raised at the Public Hearing described in this notice or in written correspondence delivered to the City 
Clerk, 221 West Pine Street, at or prior to the Public Hearing. 

By Order of the Lodi City Council: 

Susan J. Blackston 
City Clerk 

Dated: September 6,2001 

Approved as to form: 

Randall A. Hays 
City Attorney 
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Please immediately confirm receipt 
of this fax by calling 333-6702 

CITY OF LODI 
P.O.BOX 3006 

LODI, CALIFORNIA 9524 1 - 19 10 

ADVERTISING INSTRUCTIONS 

SUBJECT: 
Water, Wastewater Collection, Storm Drainage, Streets, Police, Fire, Parks and 
Recreation, and General City Facilities; and to consider amendments to Title 
15, Section 64 of the Lodi Municipal Code 

Continued Public Hearing - Updating Development Impact Fees for 

PUBLISH DATE(s): Saturday, October 6,2001 
Saturday, October 13,2001 

TEAR SHEETS WANTED: Three (3) please 

SEND AFFIDAVIT AND BILL TO: SUSAN BLACKSTON, CITY CLERK 
City of Lodi 
P.O. Box 3006 
Lodi, CA 95241-1910 

DATED: OCTOBER 4,2001 

ORDERED BY: 

JENNIFER M. PERRIN 
DEPUTY CITY CLERK 

Faxed to the Sentinel at 369-1 084 at A- 
Jac -Jen (initials) I 

fornis\advins.doc 



NOTICE OF CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 
Date: October 17,2001 

Time: 7:OO p.m. I CITY OF LODI 
Carnegie Forum 

305 West Pine Street, Lodi 

For information regarding this notice please contact: 
Susan J. Blackston 

City Clerk I Telephone: (209) 333-6702 

NOTICE OF CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the public hearing of the City Council of the City of Lodi to 
consider public comments/testimony regarding Updating Development Impact Fees for Water, 
Wastewater Collection, Storm Drainage, Streets, Police, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and General 
City Facilities; and to consider amendments to Title 15, Section 64 of the Lodi Municipal Code, has 
been continued to Wednesday, October 17,2001, at the hour of 7:OO p.m., or as soon thereafter 
as the matter may be heard, in the Lodi Council Chambers, Carnegie Forum, 305 West Pine 
Street, Lodi, California. 

Information regarding this item may be obtained in the office of the Public Works Department 
Director, 221 West Pine Street, Lodi, California. All interested persons are invited to present their 
views and comments on this matter. Written statements may be filed with the City Clerk at any 
time prior to the hearing scheduled herein, and oral statements may be made at said hearing. 

If you challenge the subject matter in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or 
someone else raised at the Public Hearing described in this notice or in written correspondence 
delivered to the City Clerk, 221 West Pine Street, at or prior to the Public Hearing. 

By Order of the Lodi City Council: 

Susan J. Blackston 
City Clerk 

Dated: October 4,2001 

Approved as to form: 

Randall A. Hays 
City Attorney 
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DECLARATION OF POSTING 

On Thursday, October 4, 2001 in the City of Lodi, San Joaquin County, California, a 
copy of Notice of Continued Public Hearing of the City Council of the City of Lodi to 
consider Updating Development Impact Fees for Water, Wastewater Collection, Storm 
Drainage, Streets, Police, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and General City Facilities; and to 
consider amendments to Title 15, Section 64 of the Lodi Municipal Code (attached 
hereto, marked Exhibit “A) was posted at the following four locations: 

Lodi Public Library 
Lodi City Clerk’s Office 
Lodi City Hall Lobby 
Lodi Carnegie Forum 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on October 4, 2001, at Lodi, California. 

ORDERED BY: 

SUSAN J. BLACKSTON 
CITY CLERK 

Jennifer M. Perrin 
Deputy City Clerk 

fornis\dccpost.doc 



NOTICE OF CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 

Time: 7:OO p.m. 

CITY OF LODI [ Date: October 17,2001 

J 
Carnegie Forum 

305 West Pine Street, Lodi 

For information regarding this notice please contact: 
Susan J. Blackston 

City Clerk 
Telephone: (209) 333-6702 

NOTICE OF CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the public hearing of the City Council of the City of Lodi to 
consider public commentsltestimony regarding Updating Development Impact Fees for Water, 
Wastewater Collection, Storm Drainage, Streets, Police, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and General 
City Facilities; and to consider amendments to Title 15, Section 64 of the Lodi Municipal Code, has 
been continued to Wednesday, October 17,2001, at the hour of 7:OO pm., or as soon thereafter 
as the matter may be heard, in the Lodi Council Chambers, Carnegie Forum, 305 West Pine 
Street, Lodi, California. 

Information regarding this item may be obtained in the office of the Public Works Department 
Director, 221 West Pine Street, Lodi, California. All interested persons are invited to present their 
views and comments on this matter. Written statements may be filed with the City Clerk at any 
time prior to the hearing scheduled herein, and oral statements may be made at said hearing. 

If you challenge the subject matter in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or 
someone else raised at the Public Hearing described in this notice or in written correspondence 
delivered to the City Clerk, 221 West Pine Street, at or prior to the Public Hearing. 

By Order of the Lodi City Council: 

Susan J. Blackston 
City Clerk 

Dated: October 4,2001 

Approved as to form: 

Randall A. Hays 
City Attorney 
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DECLARATION OF POSTING 
NOTICE OF CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 

OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LODI 

I, Susan J. Blackston, hereby certify that on October 4, 2001 I posted 
"NOTICE OF CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF LODI" to consider public comments/testimony regarding 
Updating Development Impact Fees for Water, Wastewater Collection, 
Storm Drainage, Streets, Police, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and General 
City Facilities; and to consider amendments to Title 15, Section 64 of the 
Lodi Municipal Code, near the Council Chamber door; that said Notice 
remained posted until after the hour set for said hearing, as shown on said 
Notice. 

A copy of said "NOTICE OF CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING" as 
posted near the Council Chamber door, is shown on the attached and is 
made a part of this Certificate of Posting. 

Dated: October 4,2001 
(Date Posted - Must be within 24 hours) 

ORDERED BY: 

SUSAN J. BLACKSTON 
CITY CLERK OF THE CITY OF LODI 

ORDERED BY: 

JENNIFER M. PERRIN 
DEPUTY CITY CLERK 



NOTICE OF CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 
Date: October 17,2001 

Time: 7:OO p.m. 

CITY OF LODI 
Carnegie Forum 

For information regarding this notice please contact: 
Susan J. Blackston 

City Clerk 
Telephone: (209) 333-6702 

NOTICE OF CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the public hearing of the City Council of the City of Lodi 
to consider public commentsltestimony regarding updating Development Impact Fees for 
Water, Wastewater Collection, Storm Drainage, Streets, Police, Fire, Parks and 
Recreation, and General City Facilities; and to consider amendments to Title 15, Section 
64 of the Lodi Municipal Code, has been continued to Wednesday, October 17,2001 , at 
the hour of 7:OO p.m., or as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard in the Lodi City 
Council Chambers, Carnegie Forum, 305 W. Pine Street, Lodi, California. 

Posted October 4, 2001 

SUSAN J. BMCKSTON 
CITY CLERK 
of the City of Lodi 
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CITY COUNCIL 

ALAN S. NAKANISHI, Mayor 
PHILLIP A. PENNINO 

SUSAN HITCHCOCK 
EMILY HOWARD 
KEITH LAND 

,Mayor Pro Tempore 

C I T Y  OF LODI  
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

CITY HALL, 221 WEST PINE STREET 
P.O. BOX 3006 

LODI, CALIFORNIA 95241-1910 
(209) 333-6706 

FAX (209) 333-6710 ‘ 

EMAIL pwdept@lodi.gov 
h ttp:\\www . lodi. gov 

September 26, 2001 

Building Industry Assn. of the Delta 
1150 W. Robinhood Dr., Ste. 4C 
Stockton, CA 95207 

Dennis Bennett 
Bennett Development 
P. 0. Box 1597 
Lodi, CA 95241 

Jeff Kirst 
P. 0. Box 1259 
Woodbridge, CA 95258 

H. DIXON FLYNN 
City Manager 

City Clerk 

City Attorney 

Public Works Director 

SUSAN J. BLACKSTON 

RANDALL A. HAYS 

RICHARD C.  PRIMA, JR. 

Baumbach & Piazza Frontier Development 
323 W. Elm St. 
Lodi, CA 95240 

2375 W. March Ln. 
Stockton, CA 95207 

SUBJECT: Public Hearing to Consider Adopting Resolution Updating Development 
Impact Fees for Water, Wastewater Collection, Storm Drainage, Streets, 
Police, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and General City Facilities; and to 
Consider Amendments to Title 15, Section 64 of the Lodi Municipal Code 

Enclosed is a copy of background information on an item on the City Council agenda of 
Wednesday, October 3, 2001. The meeting will be held at 7 p.m. in the 
City Council Chamber, Carnegie Forum, 305 West Pine Street. 

The Council will conduct a public hearing on this item. You are welcome to attend and 
speak at the appropriate time. 

If you wish to write to the City Council, please address your letter to City Council, 
City of Lodi, P. 0. Box 3006, Lodi, California, 95241-1910. Be sure to allow time for the 
mail. Or, you may hand-deliver the letter to City Hall, 221 West Pine Street. 

If you wish to address the Council at the Council Meeting, be sure to fill out a speaker’s 
card (available at the Carnegie Forum immediately prior to the start of the meeting) and 
give it to the City Clerk. If you have any questions about communicating with the 
Council, please contact Susan Blackston, City Clerk, at 333-6702. 

If you have any questions about the item itself, please call Wally Sandelin at 333-6709. 

%dRichard C. Prima, Jr. 
Public Works Director 

RCP/lm 

Enclosure ,/” 

cc: City Clerk 

NCPH 


